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GLOSSARY OF ABBREVIATIONS

Aid to Families with Dependent Children

Adult Male Equivalents (a measure of household size, scaled to take into account
different nutritional requirements due to differences in age, gender, and pregnancy
and lactation status)

Alabama State’s welfare reform program, Avenues of Self Sufficiency through
Employment Training Services

Authorization-To-Participate card (a card issued by county food stamp offices in
Alabama and signed by clients that contains the specifications of coupon issuance for
each client)

Alabama Department of Human Resources

Electronic Benefits Transfer (an alternative form of food stamp benefit issuance)
Equivalent Nutrition Units (a measure of household size, scaled to take into account
different nutritional requirements due to differences in age, gender, pregnancy and
lactation status, and numbers of meals eaten at home)

Food Consumption Unit (the household members who eat meals together)
Washington State’s welfare reform program, Family Independence Project

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service

Food Stamp Program

Household

Identification

Marginal Propensity to Consume (the increase in food purchases resulting from a
$1.00 increase in income or in food stamp benefits)

Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.
National School Lunch Program

Recommended Dietary Allowance (the daily consumption level of a nutrient believed
to be sufficient for good health for most persons; it varies by age and gender)

Schoo! Breakfast Program

Supplemental Security Income
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TFP Thrifty Food Plan (used as the basis for setting levels of Food Stamp Program
benefits)

Ul Unemployment Insurance

USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture

WIC Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants, and Children
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration took place in 12 of Alabama’s 67 counties
during the period May through December, 1990. Under the demonstration, a small percentage of
randomly selected food stamp recipients received their program benefits in the form of checks, rather
than in the traditional coupon form. This report describes the impacts of the demonstration on the
food-purchasing and food-use patterns of Food Stamp Program (FSP) recipients. It also describes
the planning and implementation of the demonstration and assesses the impacts of cash-out on the
costs of administering the FSP.

POLICY CONTEXT

The form of the benefits provided under the FSP has been an issue of long-standing debate.
Advocates of the current coupon system argue that coupons are a direct and inexpensive way to
ensure that food stamp benefits are used to purchase food. They contend that, despite some
evidence of fraud and benefit diversion under the current system, the unauthorized use of food
stamps is relatively limited. In addition, they contend that coupons provide some measure of
protection to food budgets from other demands on limited household resources.

Advocates of cashing out food stamp benefits argue that the current system limits the food-
purchasing choices of recipients and places a stigma on participation in the program. Moreover, they
cite the cumbersome nature and cost of coupon issuance, transaction, and redemption.

The current debate about the desirability of one form of food stamp benefit over the other is
limited by the paucity of available empirical evidence comparing coupon and cash food benefits. The
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) conducted two studies in the
early 1980s: (1) the evaluation of the Supplemental Security Income/Elderly Cash-Out
Demonstration, and (2) the evaluation of Puerto Rico’s Nutrition Assistance Program. Although both
studies produced useful findings, they examined cash-out as applied to highly atypical food stamp
populations--in the first instance, to elderly participants in the program, and, in the second, to
participants in Puerto Rico, whose incomes are very low relative to those of participants in the
mainland United States. Thus, the results of those studies could not be reliably generalized to the
broader food stamp caseload.

Therefore, it is important to obtain additional information about the effects of cash-out, so as
to better inform the policy debate. The Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration has been
designed to allow a rigorous evaluation of the effects of cash-out. The Alabama demonstration is one
of four tests of the cash-out approach that FNS has undertaken since 1989. The other three are:
(1) the Washington State Family Independence Program (FIP), (2) the Alabama Avenues to Self-
Sufficiency through Employment and Training Services (ASSETS) Demonstration, and (3) the San
Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration.

The Washington State FIP and the Alabama ASSETS demonstrations are testing cash-out in
conjunction with other changes in the welfare systems in those states. However, the Alabama Food
Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, like the San Diego demonstration, is testing cash-out without any
other changes. Therefore, it is of particular interest to compare the latter two evaluations. This
report provides a number of such comparisons.
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THE TIMING OF THE DEMONSTRATION

The Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration was implemented in two urban and ten rural
counties in May of 1990. In those counties, approximately 4 percent of the existing caseload and 4
percent of new cases that entered the FSP over the course of the demonstration were randomly
selected to receive benefits in the form of checks. December of 1990 was the last month in which
cash benefits were issued under the demonstration. As of the date of this report, Alabama continues
to issue cash benefits to food stamp recipients in three counties under the separate ASSETS
Demonstration.

THE SETTING OF THE DEMONSTRATION

Alabama has a population of 4 million people. On average, those people are more likely to
reside in rural areas than is true for the population of the United States as a whole. In addition,
residents of Alabama are more likely to be unemployed or to have low incomes than is the case
nationwide; Alabama’s unemployment rate is one-third higher, and its average per capita income is
20 percent lower, than are those of the United States as a whole.

Alabama’s low-income population depends heavily on food stamps. In 1989, 11 percent of the
residents of Alabama received food stamps; only six states and the District of Columbia had higher
proportions of residents receiving food stamps. At $146 in July of 1989, the average household food
stamp benefit in Alabama was 10 percent higher than the $135 average in the United States as a
whole. This difference is due, in part, to low levels of cash assistance benefits in Alabama. General
Assistance is not available in Alabama, and Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
provides low benefit levels; in 1990, Alabama’s maximum monthly AFDC payment of $118 for a
three-person family was the lowest in the nation. Compared with food stamp households nationwide,
a higher proportion of food stamp households in Alabama earn income, but the average amount of
earned income is relatively low. In addition, food stamp households in Alabama are 60 percent more
likely than food stamp households nationwide to be elderly.

These characteristics of Alabama and of those of its residents who are served by the FSP should
be kept in mind when assessing the findings from the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration
and when attempting to generalize from those findings to other areas of the United States. The
many large differences between food stamp households in Alabama and elsewhere (including other
rural states and states with low AFDC benefits) suggest that the Alabama findings might generalize
poorly to many other states. These factors highlight the importance of considering the Alabama
findings jointly with the findings from the other contemporaneous cash-out evaluations.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND OUTCOME VARIABLES: RECIPIENT IMPACTS

This report addresses questions pertaining to the impacts of cash-out on recipients of food stamp
benefits and on the administration of the FSP. The research questions and methodologies pertaining
to the impacts of cash-out on food stamp recipients are identical in the evaluations of the Alabama
and San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstrations. They are as follows:

Does cash-out lead to reductions in the money value of food used at home? The regular
coupon-based FSP provides benefits that, in general, can legally be used to purchase food only at
authorized outlets, and to purchase only those items that are eligible under program regulations. This
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earmarking of benefits is intended to further the stated objective of the FSP of "raising the levels of
nutrition among low-income households" by encouraging recipient households to purchase food for
use at home. Thus, the program’s direct impact is expected to be on the amounts of food purchased
for use at home. The analysis presented in this report examines the effects of cash-out on the money
value of purchased food used at home in order to obtain direct evidence as to whether cash-out
reduces the means (that is, the use of purchased food at home) through which the FSP is expected
to affect nutrition.

The principal outcome measure in the analysis of the money value of purchased food used at
home is based on detailed survey data on the use of food at home by households during the seven
days that preceded a survey conducted as part of the evaluation. In some components of the analysis,
we adjust this measure for differences in household size and composition by dividing the money value
of food used by the number of "adult male equivalent” (AME) persons in the household. This
measure states a household’s size in terms of the number of adult males that would be expected to
consume the same amount of food as the household would be expected to consume, given its age and
gender composition. We also use a second adjusted measure of household size, the number of
"equivalent nutrition units" (ENUs), which further adjusts a household’s size to control for the
percentage of all meals that its members eat from the home food supply.

The analysis also examines effects on the money value of all food used at home, including both
purchased food and nonpurchased food. Although spending food coupons and food checks can
directly affect the use of purchased food only, cash-out might have indirect effects on the use of
nonpurchased food by making households more likely to use food received through government
commodity distribution programs, food received from food pantries or other charitable organizations,
food received as gifts from friends and relatives, or home-produced food. Therefore, it is important
to assess not only the effects of cash-out on purchased food used at home, but also its effects on all
food used at home.

The outcome measures for the analysis of the money value of all food used at home are drawn
from the same survey as were the outcome measures described previously. They include measures
adjusted for household age and gender composition, as well as for the percentage of meals eaten at
home. We estimated the dollar value of nonpurchased food used by a household by using imputed
prices; the imputed prices were the average values of the reported prices of similar food items that
had been purchased by the households participating in the survey.

Does cash-out lead to reductions in the nutrients available to household members? To the
extent that cash-out leads to reductions in the use of food at home, there might be associated
reductions in the nutrients available to household members. For both check households and coupon
households, we examine the average levels of nutrient availability in relation to the recommended
dietary allowances (RDAs) for key nutrients.

Does cash-out lead households to run out of food? Ciritics of food stamp cash-out have been
concerned that, under this form of benefit issuance, households might spend their benefits on
nonfood products and services and, consequently, might run out of food by the end of each month.
It is important to assess whether households ran out of food in the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out
Demonstration. The analysis is based largely on the reported perceptions of respondents to the
household survey regarding the adequacy of the food available to their households in the month
preceding the survey.



Table of Contents

Does cash-out lead households to switch to food purchased and used away from home? In
general, coupon benefits cannot be used in restaurants. However, cash benefits can be used to
purchase food in any location. Therefore, it is of interest to consider whether cash-out leads
households to switch their food expenditures from food used at home to food purchased and used
away from home. We examine this issue by analyzing both the money value of food purchased away
from home and the share of all food expenditures accounted for by food used away from home.

Does cash-out result in shifts of spending to nonfood consumption categories? To the extent
that gash-out leads to reduced exnenditures for food. it misht lead to increased exnenditures for other

Ya

types of consumption items. To examine this issue, the study analyzes the shares of expenditures for
all major categories of consumer goods and services.

What are the attitudes of program participants toward cash-out? A full assessment of the cash-
out approach to food stamp benefit issuance must consider how program participants perceive check
benefits relative to coupon benefits. Of particular interest are participants’ attitudes toward the
relative flexibility of check benefits and toward the potential food-budgeting problems created by the
use of checks. We use survey and focus group data to examine these issues.

What experiences have clients had when cashing food stamp checks? It is important to assess
whether the value of food stamp benefits to program participants is significantly eroded by any fees
that clients might have to pay in order to cash their checks. We use the survey data to examine this

and other possible difficulties in the check-cashing process.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND OUTCOME VARIABLES: ADMINISTRATIVE OUTCOMES

The Alabama demonstration provided cash benefits to only four percent of the food stamp
caseload in 12 out of 67 counties, whereas the San Diego demonstration provided cash benefits to
all food stamp recipients after an initial period of providing cash benefits to 20 percent of the
caseload. As a consequence of these design differences, the San Diego demonstration can support
a more comprehensive analysis of the impacts of cash-out on administrative outcomes. This report
addresses the following research questions pertaining to the impacts of cash-out in Alabama on FSP
administrative outcomes.

What tasks and staff were involved in planning and implementing the Alabama Food-Stamp
Cash-Out Demonstration? Analyzing the process of planning, implementing, and operating cash-out
in Alabama aids in understanding the demonstration’s impact on recipient behaviors, administrative
costs, and losses. The process analysis also aids in assessing the degree to which the Alabama
experience can be generalized to other states, and the potential usefulness of the demonstration
experience for developing future policy. This analysis is based on Alabama Department of Human
Resources documents and on interviews with program staff.

Does switching from coupons to checks reduce benefit-issuance costs? If so, do the savings
accrue to the state government or to the federal government? A major impetus behind the interest
in food stamp cash-out is an expected savings in administrative costs through the streamlining of
benefit issuance. Switching from coupons to checks eliminates or reduces some issuance activities
and costs, but creates or increases others. We use time estimates provided by program staff and data
on other resources used in issuance to estimate the savings and cost increases, identify the levels of
government at which the savings and costs occur, and arrive at an overall picture of the impacts of
cash-out on issuance costs at the federal and state levels of government.
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Does switching from coupon issuance to check issuance reduce or increase the incidence or
amount of benefit loss, and in what specific areas? Loss of benefits can occur through theft during
coupon production, shipment, and storage; overissuances due to clerical error; and excessive issuance
due to the fraudulent use of authorization-to-participate cards. We assess the impact of the Alabama
Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration on these types of losses by examining program data on
reported losses, supplemented with narrative material from focus group discussions with FSP
participants. Our findings include estimates of the amounts of loss borne by the state and federal
governments, food stamp recipients, and third parties, and of how those losses changed under cash-
out.

DATA COLLECTION

The findings on recipient impacts that we present in this report are based largely on data
obtained from an in-person survey of 1,255 check recipients and 1,131 coupon recipients that we
conducted between August and November of 1990. Of the responding households, 48 percent
resided in the demonstration’s two urban counties, and 52 percent resided in the demonstration’s ten
rural counties, thus closely approximating the 46 percent/54 percent urban/rural distribution of the
entire food stamp caseload in Alabama.

The recipient survey obtained detailed information on household composition and income
receipt. It also collected very extensive data on the foods used by each household during the seven
days preceding the interview. In the survey, respondents were also asked questions about their
households’ attitudes toward and experiences with cash-out. The survey attained a response rate of
78 percent (80 percent among check recipients; 76 percent among coupon recipients) for the
questions on household composition, income, and attitudes, and a rate of 75 percent (78 percent
among check recipients; 73 percent among coupon recipients) for the questions on food use.

To supplement the recipient survey data, we also draw on information obtained during four focus
group discussions with FSP participants. The discussions were held in one urban site (the city of
Birmingham, in Jefferson County) and in one rural site (the town of Fayette, in Fayette County) with
participants who had previously received their benefits as coupons, but whose benefit form had been
converted to checks. Two sessions were held at each site, one with elderly program participants, and
one with nonelderly participants. The focus groups enabled us to explore issues related to client
experiences with cash-out in greater depth than was possible in the structured survey.

The findings on administrative outcomes that we present in this report are based on information
obtained through in-person and telephone interviews with county-level and state-level FSP staff in
Alabama, telephone interviews with representatives of advocacy groups, a mail survey of FSP staff
who had handled check-issuance problems, and data compiled or tabulated by FSP staff. We
supplement these sources with information obtained from program procedures manuals, official
periodic reports on program operations, and other material. Some information was obtained from
the focus group discussions with FSP participants. Federal-level issuance costs were obtained from
an evaluation of a demonstration of the electronic transfer of food stamp benefits (Kirlin et al., 1990).

FINDINGS FROM THE ANALYSIS OF RECIPIENT IMPACTS

The evaluation of the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration has produced little
evidence of any effect of cash-out on food stamp recipients in Alabama. For almost all outcome
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measures corresponding to the study’s research questions on recipient impacts, the difference in mean
values between check recipients and coupon recipients is small in an economic or nutritional sense
and is not significantly different from zero in a statistical sense. This section summarizes the key
findings of the study concerning each of the previously highlighted research questions on recipient
impacts.

The money value of food used at home. The evidence from the household survey indicates that
cash-out did not lead to a reduction in the money value of food used at home. As shown in Table
1, the mean weekly value of purchased food used at home (the measure of food use that is most
directly affected by the FSP) is $54.85 for coupon recipients and $55.46 for check recipients. The
1 percent difference in mean values is not statistically significant. This finding of no reduction in the
money value of food used at home under cash-out holds regardless of whether the ocutcome measure
includes only purchased food or includes all food used at home, and regardless of whether the
measure is scaled by ENUs to adjust for differences in household composition and differences in the
percentage of meals eaten at home.

There is no evidence from this study that the absence of negative impact of cash-out on the
money value of food used at home by all food stamp households is masking a negative impact on the
subset of food stamp households that are at greatest nutritional risk. A comparison of check and
coupon households in the lower tail of the cumulative distribution of the money value of food used
at home per ENU revealed that cash-out had virtually no effect on the use of food by those
households.

Nutrient availability. For food energy, protein, and seven micronutrients that are regarded as
potentially problematic from a public health perspective, the estimated effects of the demonstration
on availability from food used at home are small, ranging from 0 percent to 3 percent, and mixed in
sign (Table 2). These small and statistically insignificant differences between check and coupon
recipients support the conclusion that cash-out did not result in a reduction in nutrient availability.
Data from the demonstration on the percentages of households for which the availability of these
nutrients equals or exceeds the RDAs also support this conclusion. For example, the availability of
food energy from food used at home was less than the RDA for 20 percent of both check and
coupon households.

Running out of food. Cash-out did not increase the incidence of perceived shortages of food
in households. Indeed, as shown in Table 3, the percentage of households that reported not having
enough food during the month preceding the survey is 3 percentage points lower for check recipients
than for coupon recipients (16 percent versus 19 percent). The interview question on which this
finding is based asked whether respondents had always had "enough” food during the preceding
month. We do not know exactly how respondents interpreted this concept. However, it is interesting
to note that the percentages of check and coupon households that reported having not "enough” food
are roughly equivalent to the percentages for which the availability of food energy from food used
at home was less than the RDA.

Respondent reports on the skipping of meals by household members due to insufficient food also
are consistent with the conclusion that cash-out did not increase the incidence of shortages of food.
Again, check recipients were somewhat less likely than coupon recipients to report that one or more
household members skipped meals during the month preceding the survey because food was
unavailable.
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TABLE 1

MONEY VALUE OF FOOD USED AT HOME
(In Dollars per Week)

Mean Value Difference in Means
Check  Coupon Absolute  Percentage  t-Statistic

Money Value of Purchased Food
Used at Home

For the overall household 55.46 54.85 0.61 1.13 0.43

Per equivalent nutrition unit® 3343 33.66 -0.23 -0.69 031
Money Value of all Food Used at
Home

For the overall household 60.31 59.54 0.77 1.29 0.50

Per equivalent nutrition unit® 36.25 36.41 -0.16 -0.44 0.21

SOURCE: Evaluation of the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.

NOTE: In this study, critical values of the t-statistic for a two-tailed test (for example, a test of the
hypothesis that cash-out caused a change in food use) are 1.960 (95 percent confidence) and 1.645
(90 percent confidence); for a one-tailed test (for example, a test of the hypothesis that cash-out
caused a reduction in food use), they are 1.645 (95 percent confidence) and 1.282 (90 percent
confidence).

One-tailed statistical tests for lower money value of purchased food and all food used at home
by check recipients were performed on the check-coupon differences shown in this table. None
of the differences is statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level or higher.

*Household size in "equivalent nutrition units” is an adjusted measure of household size that takes into
account differences in recommended levels of food energy among households with different compositions in
terms of the age, gender, and pregnancy and lactation statuses of household members. In addition, this
measure takes into account the percentage of meals eaten at home by household members, as well as meals
served by the household to guests.
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NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY
PER EQUIVALENT NUTRITION UNIT
(Nutrient Levels as a Percentage of the RDA)

Table of Contents

Mean Value Difference in Means
Nutrient Check Coupon Absolute  Percentage  t-Statistic
Food Energy 162.19 161.46 0.73 0.45 0.22
Protein 258.18 258.99 -0.81 -0.31 0.15
Vitamin A 227.32 229.71 -2.39 -1.04 0.26
Vitamin C 250.63 255.40 -4.77 -1.87 0.60
Vitamin B, 157.59 157.30 0.29 0.19 0.09
Folate 223.94 221.69 225 1.02 0.39
Calcium 121.34 117.61 373 318 1.23
Iron 183.99 183.87 0.12 0.06 0.02
Zinc 127.28 128.87 -1.59 -1.23 0.56

SOURCE: Evaluation of the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.

NOTE:

One-tailed statistical tests for lower availability of nutrients among check recipients were

performed on the check-coupon differences shown in this table.
statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level or higher.

RDA = recommended dietary allowance.
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TABLE 3

RECIPIENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE ADEQUACY
OF THE HOUSEHOLD FOOD SUPPLY
{During Previous Month)

Percentage of

Respondents Difference in Percentages
Check  Coupon Absolute  Percentage t-Statistic
Respondents Reporting Household
Did Not Have Enough Food 16.02 18.57 -2.55 -13.74 1.64
Respondents Reporting Household
Member Skipped Meals Due to
Insufficient Food 8.21 9.90 -1.69 -17.12 1.44

SOURCE: Evaluation of the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.
NOTE: One-tailed statistical tests for lower perceptions of food adequacy among check recipients were

performed on the check-coupon differences shown in this table. None of the differences is
statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level or higher.
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The household survey provides little evidence that check recipients were more likely than coupon

recipients to avoid shortages of food by relying more heavily than coupon recipients on nonpurchased
food or on sovernment food-assistance nrnorams Rath ornnne of reciniente rennarted that theu nced

TABLE 5

MOST COMMONLY MENTIONED ADVANTAGES OF CHECKS AND COUPONS

Percentage of Respondents
Mentioning Advantage

Advantages of Checks®

Can be used for items other than food

Do not have to go to issuance office

More choices of food stores

Do not feel embarrassed

Does not involve standing in line for a long time
More convenient/easier to spend

Advantages of Coupons®

Make sure benefits spent on food
No sales taxes charged
Can budget food expenses better

429
16.2
57
53
53
53

37.8
258
12.6

SOURCE: Evaluation of the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.

“Sample limited to check recipients.

PSample limited to coupon recipients.
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Alabama, state and county sales taxes are charged on all cash purchases of food, including purchases
made with the proceeds of food stamp checks. Despite the fact that the state augmented the check
benefits to offset the sales tax, 26 percent of coupon recipients cited the absence of sales taxes on
coupon purchases of food as an advantage of coupon issuance. It is likely that many coupon
recipients were unaware of the sales tax offset that was added to the check-benefit amounts.

Check-cashing experiences. Seventy-three percent of check recipients cashed their food checks
at a supermarket, grocery, or other food store, and another 23 percent cashed or deposited them at
a bank (Table 6). Most of these establishments did not charge fees for cashing food stamp checks.
Fewer than 1 percent of check recipients used check-cashing outlets, which did charge fees.

The vast majority of check recipients (91 percent) paid no fee to cash their food stamp checks.
Most of those who did pay a fee paid $1 or less (57 percent of fee payers).

FINDINGS FROM THE ANALYSIS OF ADMINISTRATIVE OUTCOMES

The evaluation of the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration provides findings on the
lessons learned during the planning and implementation of the demonstration, and on the impact of
cash-out on administrative costs and benefit losses. This section summarizes the key findings of the
study concerning each of the previously highlighted research questions on administrative outcomes.

The planning and implementation of cash-out. A number of Alabama officials, most notably
the Commissioner of the Alabama Department of Human Resources (DHR), were eager to
implement a cash-out demonstration. Most of their efforts to achieve that goal occurred in the
context of the ASSETS welfare reform demonstration; however, those efforts also made feasible the
implementation of "pure cash-out"--the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration. To garner
public support for these demonstrations, the Commissioner and other high-level DHR staff
participated in legislative hearings on welfare reform, attended meetings with FSP and public housing
staff, and presided over informational meetings on cash-out and welfare reform for retail trade
associations, county DHR directors, civic groups, and advocacy groups.

One key issue that had to be resolved before cash-out could be implemented was how to
compensate check recipients for state and county sales taxes, which are levied on cash purchases of
food, but not on coupon purchases of food. DHR resolved this issue by allocating its own funds to
be used to augment the food stamp benefit of each check recipient by 7 percent, the approximate
amount of the sales tax. This recurring monthly cost made DHR sensitive to the duration of the
demonstration.

The development of the computer software that was an integral component of the check-issuance
system was a major challenge in implementing the demonstration. This work absorbed considerable
resources, primarily in the form of labor hours by the staff of DHR and a DHR contractor. The
software development required more labor hours and more calendar time than was originally
anticipated, which was one reason why the implementation of cash-out was delayed by four months,
from January to May of 1990. The development of the software was complicated by two factors: (1)
Alabama was implementing two related demonstration programs simultaneously ("pure cash-out" and
ASSETS), and (2) some modifications to the cash-out automated system, which had been made
before the evaluator of the pure cash-out demonstration was hired, had to be changed to fit the
needs of the evaluation. With the exception of the modifications to the automated system, cash-out
was implemented very smoothly. In addition to the systematic groundwork laid by the Commissioner,
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TABLE 6

CHECK-CASHING EXPERIENCES OF CHECK RECIPIENTS

Check-Cashing Experience Percentage of Respondents

Place Where Check Is Usually Cashed

Supermarket, grocery store, or other food store 733
Bank 234
Check-cashing outlet 0.3
Other 3.0

Was a Fee Charged to Cash Check?

Yes 92
No 90.8

Amount of Check-Cashing Fee, if Fee Was Charged?

$0.01 t0 $1.00 56.9
$1.01 to $5.00 38.8
$5.01 or more 43

SOURCE: Evaluation of the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.

aThe statistics given in this section of the table are based on the fee amounts that were reported by
the 116 households that reported paying a fee to cash their food stamp checks.
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an important factor in the ease of implementation was the training provided by DHR to its county
and state staff. A DHR staff trainer who was well-informed about cash-out worked full-time to
ensure that all relevant DHR staff had a good working knowledge of cash-out and of its associated
new procedures.

We estimate that the labor and associated costs of planning and impleménting cash-out were
$183,000, with the majority of that amount going to software development. This estimate includes
fringe benefits, but does not include overhead. It also includes the cost of contracted services and
products.

Issuance costs. We found that costs were indeed lower under check issuance than under coupon
issuance. Overall, check issuance cost $1.03 per case-month, or about one-half the cost of coupon
issuance, which was $2.05 per case-month. Columns A and B of Table 7 show that issuance costs
incurred at the federal level ($0.51 per case-month under coupon issuance) were eliminated under
check issuance. Issuance costs incurred at the county and state levels were $1.54 per case-month
under coupon issuance, but were only $1.03 per case-month under check issuance. The federal
government pays 100 percent of issuance costs incurred at the federal level, as well as 50 percent of
the costs incurred at the county and state levels. This allocation of responsibility for the payment of
issuance costs is reflected in Columns C-E of Table 7, which show that three-quarters of the savings
in issuance costs resulting from cash-out accrued to the federal government and one-quarter accrued
to the state government.

Benefit losses. Food stamp cash-out in Alabama virtually eliminated several types of benefit
losses that had been borne by either the state or the federal government under coupon issuance.
However, these types of losses are quite small under coupon issuance, thus precluding the possibility
that cash-out might achieve substantial cost savings in this area.

One type of loss, losses and thefts in the mail, increased significantly under cash-out. This
increase was due largely to the increased use of mail issuance under the demonstration. Under
coupon issuance in Alabama, most issuances are made on an over-the-counter basis, which is a
relatively secure (although expensive) form of issuance. The mail issuance of coupons is generally
restricted to small benefit amounts. Under cash-out, food stamp benefit checks were sent to program
participants through the mail, an issuance mode that is substantially more vulnerable to losses. Costs
resulting from checks being lost or stolen in the mail and then fraudulently cashed averaged $0.14
per case-month under cash-out. Because the average mailed benefit amount is substantially lower
under coupon issuance than under check issuance, the mail loss of benefits is much lower ($0.05 per
mail-issuance case-month) under coupon issuance than under check issuance. This difference should
not be interpreted as evidence that coupons are more secure than checks when issued through the
mail.

Overall, the analysis implies that issuance-system vulnerabilities increased as a result of cash-out.
This increase occurred primarily because of the issuance of food stamp checks by mail, rather than
because of the change in the form of benefit. Thus, the additional costs arising from the loss and
theft of food stamp checks in the mail is less a cost of cash-out than it is of the change in the mode
of delivering benefits to clients. The costs resulting from the loss and theft of benefit checks in the
mail were borne by the third parties, such as banks and stores, that cashed the fraudulent checks.
(Under the regular coupon-issuance system, the federal government bears the cost of replacing
benefits that have been lost in the mail.)
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TABLE 7

COUPON-ISSUANCE AND CHECK-ISSUANCE COSTS PER CASE-MONTH,
BY LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT AT WHICH COSTS ARE INCURRED AND PAID
(In Dollars)

Costs Incurred Costs Paid
Coupon Check Coupon Check
Issuance Issuance Issuance  Issuance  Savings
(A) (B) © D)  (E=C-D)
Federal Government 0.51 0.00 1.28 0.515 0.765
State/County Government 1.54 1.03 0.77 0.515 0.255
Total 2.05 1.03 2.05 1.030 1.020

SOURCE: Evaluation of the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration.

NOTE: The amounts shown under "Costs Paid" reflect federal sharing of 50 percent of costs
incurred at the state and county levels.
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I. INTRODUCTION

This report on the evaluation of the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration describes
the effects of a test of food stamp cash-out that was conducted in 12 Alabama counties between May
and December of 1990. The report examines impacts of cash-out on the administration of the Food
Stamp Program (FSP) and on households participating in the program.

In its examination of household impacts, the report focuses on the effects of cash-out on food
expenditures, food use, and nutrient availability. In addition, it considers a number of related issues,
such as households’ experiences in running out of food, the attitudes of households toward cash-out,
and expenditure shifts from food to other goods and services. Volume I of this two-volume report
presents the findings of the evaluation on household impacts.

In its examination of impacts on program administration, the report examines differences in
operating costs between the experimental check-issuance system, under which benefits are issued by
mail, and Alabama’s existing coupon-issuance system, under which most benefits are issued over-the-
counter. It also describes the planning and implementation of the demonstration and examines the
impacts of the demonstration on issuance-system losses. Volume II of this report presents the
findings from the analysis of administrative outcomes.

Section A of this introduction provides the background for the analysis by highlighting key policy
issues related to cash-out. Section B discusses the relevant previous research, and Section C discusses
the overall research strategy of the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA) with regard to cash-out. Section D describes the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-
Out Demonstration, which was the basis for the findings presented in this report. Section E
highlights key aspects of the evaluation design. Section F provides an overview of both volumes of

this report.
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A. KEY POLICY ISSUES

The form that benefits paid out under the FSP should take has been an issue of long-standing
debate. Advocates of the current coupon system argue that the coupon system is a direct and
inexpensive way to ensure that recipients of food stamp benefits use their benefits to purchase food.
Coupon advocates contend that, despite some evidence of fraud and benefit diversion under the
current system, the unauthorized use of food stamps is relatively limited. In addition, they argue that
coupons offer some measure of protection to food budgets from other demands on limited household
resources.

Advocates of cashing out the FSP argue that the current system is prone to abuse, that it limits
the food-purchasing choices of recipients, and that it places a stigma on those who participate in it.
Moreover, advocates of cash-out argue that the current system of coupon issuance, transaction, and
redemption is both cumbersome and costly.

A number of questions must be answered in order better to inform this policy debate. These
include the following eight questions:

1. What is the effect of cash-out on household food use?’ A central objective of the

FSP, regardless of whether benefits are issued as coupons or checks, is to enable
participating households to obtain and use the kind and quantity of food that meets
their nutritional needs.

2. What is the effect of cash-out on household food expenditures? It is important to
examine how recipients of food stamp checks differ from recipients of food stamp
coupons in the amount spent on food, the types of stores at which food is
purchased, and the proportions of total food expenditures devoted to food eaten
at home and to food eaten away from home.

3. What is the effect of cash-out on household expenditures, by major budget
categories? Although both food stamp checks and coupons are intended to be

spent on food, households might choose to spend check benefits differently from
how they would spend coupon benefits. An objective of the research is to

'The term "household food use" refers to food used by a household from its home food supply,
including food that was purchased, home-produced, received as a gift or payment-in-kind, or obtained
through a government program or a charitable organization. See Section III.A.1.b for a more
detailed definition of this term.
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determine whether the amounts that households spend in major budget categories,
such as housing and transportation, change under cash-out.

4.  What are the attitudes of clients toward cash benefits? Little information exists on
how program participants will respond to a cash benefit. On the one hand, cash
might give participants more flexibility in spending and relieve them of the "stigma"
of buying food with coupons. On the other hand, cash might make household
budgeting and control over benefits more difficult.

5. How does cash-out affect program administrative costs? The cashing out of food
stamp benefits dramatically alters the benefit-issuance process and eliminates an
entire range of activities, such as storing and distributing coupons. Eliminating
coupon-issuance activities might reduce the total staff requirements of the FSP or
free up issuance staff to take on other duties.

6. What problems, if any, are associated with cash-out? Although certain problems,
which are associated with coupons, will be eliminated (such as trafficking), others
could emerge. Chief among these might be check forgery, high check-cashing fees,
and increased food costs resulting from state and local sales taxes on food.
7. What are the effects of cash-out on program participation? It is of interest to
determine whether cash-out encourages or discourages participation in the FSP.
It is also important to examine any effects of cash-out on average benefit amounts
and on the distribution of benefits.
8. What are the effects of cash-out on food retailers? If cash-out changes household
food-purchasing habits, authorized food retailers might lose sales. These losses
might be partially or fully offset by savings that result from eliminating coupon-
redemption processing.
In this report, Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. (MPR) uses data from the Alabama Food
Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration to examine the first six of these research issues. The design of the
Alabama demonstration precluded consideration of the last two issues, which other parts of the

overall cash-out research agenda of FNS (most notably, the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out

Demonstration) do address. We summarize that research in Section C.

B. PREVIOUS FINDINGS
Research that is based on the ongoing check issuance of food benefits to all participants in
Puerto Rico’s Nutrition Assistance Program (Beebout et al., 1985; Devaney and Fraker, 1986) and

on a 1981 demonstration of check issuance of food stamp benefits to elderly persons and recipients
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of Supplemental Security Income (SSI) in two states--Utah and Vermont--plus portions of six other
states--Minnesota, New York, Ohio, Oregon, South Carolina, and Virginia--(Blanchard et al., 1982;
Butler, Ohls, and Posner, 1985) has shown that, in the context of those studies, check issuance is less
expensive than coupon issuance. In addition, the research found no evidence that check issuance
reduced food consumption or lowered diet quality. Unfortunately, these findings are of only limited
use to policymakers, because they were not based on data for broadly defined cross-sections of FSP
participants in the mainland United States.

Reports analyzing the food-consumption patterns of food stamp households that have been
included in national surveys provide additional evidence of the impact of cash-out on food
consumption. The findings from virtually all studies that were based on nationally representative
samples of low-income populations show that food coupons have a much larger impact on food
consumption than does ordinary cash income.? However, those studies had nonexperimental designs
and provide no direct information about the effects of cash food stamp benefits on food consumption.
Nevertheless, some analysts have used estimates of the relationship between income and food
consumption as a proxy for the potential effects of cash food stamp benefits. Because the estimated
impacts of income on food consumption have consistently been lower than the estimated impacts of
food benefits, the analysts have concluded that cash-out would reduce food stamp households’
consumption of food.?

The contradictory findings from these various types of studies leave policymakers with inadequate
and conflicting information about the merits and efficacy of cash-out. The evaluations of the
Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration and of several related demonstrations, which we

summarize in the following section, have been designed to provide policymakers with reliable

“Fraker (1991) reviews many of the existing studies of the effects of food stamps on food
consumption and summarizes their principal findings.

3See, for example, page 31 of Allen and Gadson (1983), and page 42 of Senauer and Young
(1986).
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additional information on the comparative costs of check and coupon issuance, and on the differential

effects of the two benefit forms on household food use and nutrient availability.

C. OVERVIEW OF FNS’ RESEARCH STRATEGY FOR FOOD STAMP CASH-OUT

To increase policymakers’ understanding of the effects of cash-out, FNS has approved four major

demonstrations of food stamp cash-out:

Washington State Family Independence Program (FIP). Since July of 1988,
recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) who are served by
certain randomly selected welfare offices in Washington State have received their
food stamp benefits in the form of checks as one component of a broad set of
welfare reform initiatives that is being tested.

San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration. In July of 1989, 20 percent of
the food stamp caseload in San Diego County, California was cashed out. All food
stamp households in the county were converted to cash food benefits on
September 1, 1990.

Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration. Approximately 2,300 households
in 12 counties were randomly selected to receive food stamp checks during the
period May through December of 1990.

Alabama Avenues to Self-Sufficiency through Employment and Training Services
(ASSETS) Demonstration. The ASSETS welfare reform demonstration was
implemented on a staggered basis in three Alabama counties during the period May
1990 through January 1991. This demonstration includes a number of changes in
the operation of the AFDC program, as well as the cashing-out of food stamp

benefits for joint AFDC/food stamp households.

These sites vary substantially on a number of important characteristics, including the amount of

the average household food stamp benefit, urbanicity, and the availability of other assistance, such

as AFDC and General Assistance. Two of the demonstrations (San Diego and Alabama) were "pure”

demonstrations, which involved only cash-out, and two (Washington FIP and Alabama ASSETS) are

"mixed" demonstrations, which operate in conjunction with other policy interventions.

Evaluations of each of the four major cash-out demonstrations have been

conducted, or are

currently under way. The evaluations of the San Diego and Alabama pure cash-out demonstrations

will be the most comparable, because these demonstrations did not involve any other policy changes.
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Furthermore, because these demonstrations did not entail other policy interventions, they have the
greatest potential for shedding light on the specific impacts of cash-out on households participating
in the FSP and on the administration of the program.

In this light, it is important to note that the San Diego and Alabama demonstrations provided
opportunities to observe cash-out in two very different settings. San Diego is a highly urbanized
county in a state with relatively high AFDC benefit levels. Alabama has relatively low AFDC benefit
levels, and 10 of the 12 counties included in the Alabama demonstration are predominantly rural.

The findings from the evaluation of the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration (Ohls
et al., 1992) show that, for food stamp recipients in San Diego County, cash-out caused a relatively
small, but statistically significant, reduction in the money value of food used at home. Cash-out was

also found to have caused small reductions in the availability of food energy and protein. However,

cash-out in San Diego reduced the availability of only two of the seven micronutrients studied.

D. THE ALABAMA FOOD STAMP CASH-OUT DEMONSTRATION

Alabama became interested in food stamp cash-out during the planning phase of a broader
welfare reform initiative, the ASSETS Demonstration. In that context, cash-out was one component
of an overall strategy, the goals of which were to increase the integration of low-income assistance
programs and to help welfare clients achieve self-reliance and self-sufficiency.

When FNS waived FSP regulations so that Alabama could conduct the ASSETS Demonstration,
the agency also asked Alabama to test cash-out in the context of a more limited demonstration. By
limiting the demonstration to cash-out only, the effects of cash-out could more readily be
distinguished from the effects of other changes in the welfare system. We examine that "pure" cash-
out demonstration in this report.

The demonstration was conducted in 12 counties in Alabama, 2 of which are highly urbanized,
and 10 of which are predominantly rural. At the beginning of the demonstration, in May of 1990,

the form of the food stamp benefit was converted from coupons to checks for approximately 2,000
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randomly selected households (4 percent of the caseload in the demonstration counties). One-half
of the selected households resided in the two urban counties, and one-half resided in the ten rural
counties. Subsequent to May of 1990, additional households were randomly selected into
experimental status (that is, to receive food stamp checks) as they entered the FSP, with selection
probabilities identical to those used to select the initial experimental households. All experimental
households that remained in the FSP continued to receive their benefits in the form of checks
through December of 1990. Those households reverted to the traditional coupon form of the food
stamp benefit in January of 1991.

At the end of June of 1990, 2,004 experimental households were active participants in the FSP.
From the households in the 12 demonstration counties that were active recipients of food stamp
coupons at that time, 2,012 were randomly selected to serve as control cases. An additional 249
check households and 221 coupon households that entered the FSP subsequent to the end of June
and that were active participants at the end of August were also selected to serve, respectively, as
experimental and control cases. This additional selection was made in order to replace the original
experimental and control cases that had left the FSP, and to ensure an adequate representation of
newer cases in the study.

The households in the demonstration received their food stamp checks from the Alabama
Department of Human Resources (DHR). The checks were mailed from DHR’s main office in
Montgomery. The food stamp checks were sent separately from any other assistance payments, such
as AFDC benefits, that a household might have been eligible to receive.

The State of Alabama and its individual counties impose a sales tax that is applied to food that
is purchased with cash, but which, under federal law, cannot be applied to purchases made with food
stamps. Thus, under cash-out, if the dollar amount of checks had been the same as the dollar amount
of food coupons, the imposition of the state sales tax on cash purchases of food would have had the

effect of decreasing the purchasing power of the benefits received by check households. To offset
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this decrease, the amount of the food stamp check that each household received was 7 percent higher
than the value of the food stamps to which it was actually entitled. The 7 percent increase reflects
the modal value of the sales tax in the demonstration counties. (Because a portion of the sales tax
is set locally, the total tax varies between 7 percent and 8 percent across the demonstration counties.)

Alabama’s DHR used state revenues to provide the supplemental benefit.

E. THE RESEARCH DESIGN

The evaluation of the effects of the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration has two
major components: (1) an evaluation of the impacts on households, and (2) an evaluation of the
impacts on program operations. The following sections summarize the research designs for the two

components.

1. Impacts on Households

The examination of the impacts of cash-out on households that are participating in the FSP
draws heavily on the experimental design of the demonstration, which randomly allocated participating
households to either experimental or control status. We used the data that we collected from the

two groups to estimate the impacts of the experiment.

a. Analytic Approach

The random assignment of households in the demonstration to experimental or control status
provided an ideal program environment in which to evaluate the effects of cash-out on households’
use of food and nutrient availability. Because households were randomly assigned to experimental
or to control status, observed differences between the two groups in key outcomes can be ascribed
only to the demonstration policies or to statistical sampling error. Therefore, we have based much

of the analysis reported in subsequent chapters on direct comparisons between the two groups.
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b. Data Sources

This report is based largely on data obtained from an in-person survey of 1,255 check recipients
and 1,131 coupon recipients that was conducted between August and November of 1990. The survey
obtained detailed information on household composition and income and also collected very extensive
data on the foods used by each houschold during the seven days preceding the interview. In addition,
the recipients were asked about their households’ attitudes toward and experiences with cash-out.
We achieved survey response rates of 78 percent for the questions on household composition,
income, and attitudes, and 75 percent for the questions on food use.

To supplement this survey information, we also draw on information obtained during four focus
group discussions. The discussions were held with elderly and nonelderly groups in one urban and
one rural county in Alabama with FSP participants who previously had received their benefits in the
form of coupons, but whose benefit form had been converted to checks at the commencement of the
demonstration. The focus groups enabled us to explore issues related to client experiences with cash-

out in greater depth than was possible in the structured survey.

2. Impacts on Program Operations

The analysis of impacts on program operations was based primarily on on-site and telephone
interviews with state-level and county-level food stamp staff in Alabama. We also used data compiled
and reported by Alabama FSP staff, as well as program reports and procedures manuals, a survey of
county-level workers who had handled check-issuance problems, and telephone interviews with

advocacy groups.

a. Analytic Approach
Many of our findings, especially those from the process analysis of the planning and
implementation of the cash-out demonstration, are presented in narrative form. In the analysis of

issuance costs, we estimate the costs of labor and other resources used by the different levels of
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government in issuing coupons and checks and compare the estimates in tables. We use a similar
approach to analyze the costs of planning and implementing the demonstration. In the analysis of
benefit loss, we present our estimates in three ways: (1) the dollar amount of issuances lost as a
percentage of the total amount issued, (2) the number of issuances lost as a percentage of the total
number of issuances, and (3) the per-case-month cost of benefit loss (obtained by dividing a monthly

cost by the monthly food stamp caseload).

b. Data Sources

Two components of the analysis of the impacts of cash-out on program operations--the planning
and implementation analysis, and the issuance cost analysis--draw heavily on information that we
obtained through structured interviews with state-level staff of DHR and other state agencies in
Montgomery and with county-leve]l DHR staff. We supplemented interviews with follow-up
telephonc interviews with county-level staff. We also conducted a mail survey of county-level workers
who had handled check-issuance problems in order to obtain more information on those problems
and on how they were resolved.

Other sources of information for the planning and implementation analysis and the issuance cost
analysis include telephone interviews with representatives of three advocacy groups, which we
conducted to obtain a variety of viewpoints on cash-out; program procedure manuals, reports, and
other documents; and federal cost data from Kirlin et al. (1990).

The third component of the analysis of administrative outcomes compares the amount of benefit
loss under coupon issuance and check issuance. The primary sources of data for this analysis are the
monthly FNS-46 (issuance reconciliation) and FNS-250 (food coupon accountability) reports, the
quarterly FNS-259 (food stamp mail issuance) report, and data on check issuance compiled by the
Food Stamp Division of DHR. We supplement these sources with information obtained from the

interviews with FSP staff and the focus group discussions with clients, both described previously.

10
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F. THE STRUCTURE OF THIS REPORT

This report comprises two volumes. The first volume, which includes Chapters II through VII,
focuses on the impacts of the demonstration on recipients of food stamp benefits. The second
volume, consisting of Chapters VIII through XIII, examines administrative outcomes of the
demonstration. The second volume also presents overall conclusions, which are based on both parts

of the analysis, as well as technical appendices.

1. Recipient Impacts (Volume I)

Chapter II describes the context of the Alabama demonstration. It compares Alabama and the
nation as a whole on a number of socioeconomic characteristics. It also compares characteristics of
food stamp households in Alabama and selected groups of states (sharing Alabama’s Census region,
having rural status, and having low AFDC benefit levels), in Alabama and California (because San
Diego County, California, is the site of the other "pure” cash-out demonstration), and in Alabama and
the entire United States.

Chapter III describes the data and methods underlying the analyses of the impact of cash-out
on food stamp households. Section A describes the sampling and data collection procedures used
to collect the data on which the report is based. Section B describes the analysis strategy. Section
C defines key measures used in the analyses of the household survey data. Section D describes the
size and characteristics of the check and coupon household samples.

Chapter IV presents findings about the impact of the demonstration on household food use.
Sections A through C examine the effects of cash-out on the money value of food used at home, on
the kinds and quantities of food used at home, and on the nutrients provided by food used at home.
Section D describes the self-assessments made by check and coupon recipients of the adequacy of
the food used by their households.

Chapter V examines the impact of cash-out on food and nonfood expenditures and on shopping

patterns. Section A presents findings on the pattern of household expenditures for broad categories

11
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of consumer goods and services. Section B presents findings from the household survey on household
food-shopping patterns, including the types of stores at which food is purchased and the usual number
of shopping trips per month to each type of store.

Chapter VI examines recipient households’ attitudes toward and experiences with cash-out.
Section A discusses what households like and dislike about food stamp checks and coupons. This
discussion is based on data from the household survey and the focus group discussions. Section B
presents findings from the same data sources on households’ evaluations of the utility of food stamp
checks and coupons in managing their food budgets. Section C describes the types of institutions at
which households cash their food stamp checks, the charging of check-cashing fees by those
institutions, and the incidence of problems associated with check cashing. For check households that
began receiving benefits after the commencement of cash-out, Section D presents self-assessments
of how the benefit form influenced the households’ decision to enter and to continue to participate
in the FSP.

Chapter VII compares the results of the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration with
the findings from the San Diego Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration. It also discusses possible

explanations for observed differences between the two demonstrations.

2. Administrative Outcomes (Volume II)

Chapter VIII, the first chapter in Volume II, briefly reviews the policy issues concerning food
stamp cash-out. It also reviews the topics that were covered in Volume I and previews the contents
of Volume II.

Chapter IX describes the data and methods underlying the analysis of the impact of cash-out on
program administration. It discusses the research questions, the variables that we analyze, the data
sources and collection methods, and the analytic techniques that we use in the three components of
the analysis. Section A covers the implementation analysis, Section B covers the analysis of

administrative costs, and Section C covers the analysis of benefit losses.

12
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Chapter X describes the planning, implementation, and operation of the Alabama Food Stamp
Cash-Out Demonstration. It covers the origin of the cash-out idea, how support for cash-out was
built, planning activities, problems and issues that had to be resolved, the design of computer

software, lessons learned from implementing the demonstration, and coupon-issuance and check-

issuance procedures.

costs of planning and implementing the demonstration. Section A compares county-level, state-level,
and federal-level costs of coupon and cash issuance on a per-case-month basis. It estimates the
reductions in issuance costs resulting from the conversion to cash issuance, and the proportion of the
savings that accrue to the federal and state governments. Section B estimates the labor and nonlabor
costs of planning and implementing the demonstration.

Chapter XII assesses the impact of the demonstration on benefit loss due to theft or loss during
production, shipping, storage, or mailing, or from clients after receipt; and from duplicate issuances.
It categorizes the losses according to whether they are borne by the state or federal governments;

food stamp recipients; or third parties, such as banks or stores.
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Il. THE CONTEXT OF ALABAMA’S FOOD STAMP CASH-OUT DEMONSTRATION

The context of the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration provides a framework for
interpreting the results of the demonstration and aids in assessing the degree to which the Alabama
experience can be generalized to other states and to the national level. Socioeconomic and
demographic characteristics that might influence the results of a food stamp cash-out demonstration
are different in Alabama and much of the rest of the country. For example, Alabama has relatively
low Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) payments, which means that food benefits
constitute a large proportion of the total income of many food stamp households in Alabama. In
addition, Alabama has a relatively high proportion of rural residents, who might respond quite
differently from urban residents to cash food benefits.

In this chapter, we present the context of the Alabama Cash-Out Demonstration by comparing
Alabama households with U.S. households. In Section A, in one set of comparisons, we focus on
such characteristics as per capita income, unemployment rate, household size, average food stamp
benefit amount, percent of the population receiving AFDC or Supplemental Security Income (SSI),
average and maximum AFDC payments, and percent of the population living in rural areas. In
Section B, in a second set of comparisons, we focus only on those households that receive food
stamps and compare food stamp households in Alabama with food stamp households in the United
States as a whole, and with those in four groups of states comprising: (1) states in the East South

Central Census Division,! (2) states in the South Census Region, (3) the 15 states with the lowest

1Alabama, Kentucky, Mississippi, and Tennessee.

2Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and
West Virginia.
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maximum AFDC payments,® and (4) the 15 most rural states.*

We also compare food stamp households in Alabama and in California. Alabama differs widely
from much of the rest of the United States on a number of important characteristics, which limits the
generalizability of the results of the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration. Thus, the U.S.
Department of Agriculture (USDA) chose to conduct another "pure” food stamp cash-out
demonstration in San Diego County. California provides a sharp contrast to Alabama on such
characteristics as household composition; proportion of households with earned income or AFDC;
and average AFDC payments, income, and shelter expense. We compare food stamp households in
Alabama with those in California because the findings from the Alabama and the San Diego
evaluations might provide a good indication of how a large proportion of the nationwide food stamp
caseload would respond to check benefits. Section C summarizes the comparative findings and
discusses the extent to which the Alabama Cash-Out Demonstration might be generalized.

The sources of the statistics reported in this chapter include the 1990 Statistical Abstract of the
United States, the 1991 Statistical Abstract of the United States, the 1980 Census, the 1990 "Green
Book" (Background Material and Data on Programs Within the Jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways
and Means), 1989 Food and Nutrition Service Project Area data (state-level Food Stamp Program,
or FSP. administrative data), and 1989 Integrated Quality Control System data (household-level FSP

administrative data).

3These states are (in order of increasing average AFDC payments) Alabama, Mississippi,
Tennessee, Texas, Louisiana, Arkansas, South Carolina, Kentucky, West Virginia, New Mexico, North
Carolina, Georgia, Indiana, Missouri, and Arizona.

“The 15 states having the highest percentage of their population living in rural areas are (in order
of decreasing degree of ruralness) Vermont, West Virginia, South Dakota, Mississippi, Maine, North
Carolina, North Dakota, Kentucky, Arkansas, New Hampshire, Montana, Idaho, South Carolina,
Iowa, and Alabama (from Table 16, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1950).
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A. A COMPARISON OF ALL HOUSEHOLDS IN ALABAMA AND IN THE UNITED STATES
Alabama is a relatively poor state, whose low-income residents depend heavily on food stamps.

Table I1.1 shows that, compared with the United States as a whole:

* From 1980 to 1988, the population in Alabama increased more slowly.

* Alabama’s population has a somewhat higher percentage of children, and
approximately the same percentage of elderly persons.

*  Personal income per capita is relatively low in Alabama.
*  Unemployment is relatively high in Alabama.
* The average household size in Alabama is approximately the same.

* The percentage of persons receiving food stamps is substantially higher in Alabama,
and the average food stamp benefit is somewhat higher.

* The percentage of persons receiving AFDC or SSI is approximately the same in
Alabama.

* The maximum AFDC payment for a three-person family is substantially lower in
Alabama.

Table I1.2 ranks Alabama among the 50 states and the District of Columbia on several relevant
characteristics. Because Alabama ranks near the bottom of the list on per capita income, and at the
bottom on the maximum AFDC payment for a three-person family, it is not surprising that it ranks
high on the percentage of households receiving food stamps and on the average food stamp benefit
amount. It also ranks well above average on the percentage of the population receiving AFDC or

SSI and on the percentage of the population living in rural areas.
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TABLE II.1

SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF ALABAMA
AND THE UNITED STATES AS A WHOLE

Characteristic Alabama United States
Population, 1990 (in thousands)® 4,041 248710
Percent Increase in Population, 1980-1990° 38 % 9.6 %

Percent of Population in 1989"

Less than 18 years old 26.9 % 25.8 %

65 years and older 12.7 % 12.5 %
Personal Income per Capita, 1989° $11,634 $14948
Unemployment Rate, 1989¢ 7.0 % 53 %
Persons per Household, 1990° 2.62 2.63

Persons Receiving Food Stamps, 1989

Number (in thousands) 438 18,929
Percent 10.6 % 7.6 %

Average Monthly Food Stamp Benefit, July 19898

Per recipient household $146 $133
Per recipient person $53 $51
Percent of Persons Receiving AFDC or SSI, 1989" 6.3 % 6.1 %

Maximum Monthly AFDC Payment for a Three-Person .
Family, 1990’ $118 $364 !

SOURCE: Except as noted in footnotes f, g, and i, data are from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau
of the Census, 1991. Tables from which the data are taken are indicated in footnotes a-f and

h.
*State Rankings Table, p. xii.
PTable 28.
°Table 711.
4Table 636.
“Table 61.

fCalculated from data in the State Rankings Table, p. xii, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census, 1990; and Table 611, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1991.

8U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service, September 1990.
" Table 614.

'U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Ways and Means, 1990, Table 10.
IThe median among the 50 states and Washington, D.C.

AFDC = Aid to Families with Dependent Children; SSI = Supplemental Security Income.
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TABLE 11.2

ALABAMA’S RANK AMONG THE 50 STATES
AND THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Characteristic Alabama’s Rank
Personal Income per Capita, 1989 43
Maximum Monthly AFDC Payment for a Three-Person Family, 1990° 51
Percent of Households Receiving Food Stamps, 1989° 8
Percent of Population Receiving AFDC or SSI, 19894 14
Average Food Stamp Benefit, July 1989°
15

Per person 19

Per household
Percent of Population Living in Rural Areas, 1980° 15

2Table 711, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1991; the District of Columbia
is not included.

®Calculated from data in Table 10, U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Ways
and Means, 1990.

Calculated from data in Table 611, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1991.
dCalculated from data in Table 614, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1991.

“Calculated from data in U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service,
September 1990.

'Table 16, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1980.

AFDC = Aid to Families with Dependent Children; SSI = Supplemental Security Income.
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B. A COMPARISON OF FOOD STAMP HOUSEHOLDS IN ALABAMA AND IN SELECTED
GROUPS OF STATES

For 1989, Table I1.3 compares characteristics of food stamp households in Alabama with food
stamp households in selected groups of states, in California, and in the United States as a whole;
comparisons are made by Census division and region, maximum AFDC payment, and proportion of
rural residents. An asterisk for a given characteristic and group of states indicates that the food
stamp households in that group are statistically different from the Alabama food stamp households
at the 95 percent confidence level.> Note that several of the states belong to more than one group;
for example, a number of East South Central Division and South Region states also provide low
AFDC payments and are relatively rural.

In general, the values of the selected characteristics for food stamp households in the various
state groups lie between those of food stamp households in Alabama and in the United States as a
whole. Furthermore, the differences between food stamp households in Alabama and those in
California are greater than the differences between Alabama and those in the United States as a
whole. As expected, these differences suggest that the results of the Alabama Cash-Out
Demonstration might be more generalizable to the state groups, and less generalizable to California,
than to the United States as a whole. Using the number of characteristics differing significantly
between Alabama and cach state group as a rough indicator of the degree of similarity shows that
the East South Central Division states are most like Alabama; these states differ significantly from
Alabama on only 6 of 17 characteristics. The other groups (the South Region states, the 15 states
with the lowest maximum AFDC payment for a family of three, and the 15 most rural states) are less
like Alabama; each group, which differs on 10 or 11 characteristics, shows roughly the same degree
of similarity to Alabama. Food stamp households in Alabama differ significantly from food stamp

households in California and in the United States as a whole on all of the characteristics. As noted

SNote that, in Table I1.3, values for the state groups include Alabama; however, we excluded
Alabama from the groups and calculated new means and distributions before the statistical tests were
performed, thereby increasing the power of the comparisons.

20



Table of Contents

previously, some states belong to more than one group. Consequently, the results of the Alabama
Cash-Out Demonstration are presumably most generalizable to those states and might be particularly
generalizable to Kentucky and Mississippi, which belong to all of the comparison state groups, as does
Alabama.

Overall, compared with food stamp households in the United States as a whole, in California,
and in the four selected groups of states, food stamp households in Alabama are more often black,
and more often elderly. In addition, they consist less often of a married couple with children, receive
AFDC less often, receive much lower AFDC payments, depend more heavily on food stamps, and
usually have lower expenses for housing.

Some of these characteristics might have a greater influence on food-purchasing patterns and
the impact of cash-out on those purchasing patterns than other characteristics. For example,
compared with other South Region states, other low-AFDC states, and California, as well as the
United States as a whole, Alabama has a relatively high percentage of elderly households among its
food stamp population. Therefore, if the elderly tend to have more stable food-purchasing behaviors
than do the nonelderly, when food benefits are cashed-out, overall food-purchasing patterns might
change less in Alabama than in the other states.

Similarly, because housing costs are lower in Alabama than in all of the comparison groups
except the other East South Central states, food stamp households in Alabama might be under less
pressure to use some of their check benefits to cover housing costs. The lower pressure might also
tend to minimize changes in food-purchasing patterns after food benefits are cashed-out, compared
with changes in other states.

On the other hand, the exceptionally low AFDC payments in Alabama (even compared with
other low-AFDC states), and the high proportion of total benefits comprised of food stamps (92

percent in Alabama, and much lower elsewhere), might impose financial pressure on AFDC house-
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COMPARISON OF CHARACTERISTICS OF FOOD STAMP HOUSEHOLDS

TABLE 11.3

IN ALABAMA AND OTHER STATES. 1989

Table of Contents

15 States with United
East South South Lowest Maximum 15 Most States as
Characteristic Alabama Central Division Region AFDC Payments Rural States California® a Whole
Average Size of Household 2.78 275 274 2.83 2.70 293 * 262°
Percent Distributions:
Age of Householder (Years) * ¢ * * ¢ *
Less than 21 22 4.1 4.1 42 37 12.5 5.7
21 to 35 384 388 40.6 41.7 395 574 45.1
36 to 59 298 303 29.5 30.3 29.7 27.2 305
60 and older 29.6 26.9 258 238 270 29* 18.6
Race of Householder . * hd . . .
White, non-Hispanic 379 521 404 432 576 357 46.8
Black, non-Hispanic 61.6 472 473 435 39.9 241 36.8
Hispanic 02 0.1 111 116 05 258 125
Asian or Pacific Islander 0.2 02 0.5 04 0.2 11.6 20
American Indian or Alaskan Native 0.2 03 05 1.2 14 0.7 1.1
Other 0 0.1 02 0.1 04 2.1 0.8
Household Composition . . » . . .
Single, no children 34.9 34.7 345 326 35.0 14.1 35.0
Single, with children 438 396 439 43.8 40.8 7n3 478
Married, no children 9.5 8.7 7.0 71 79 1.2 4.7
Married, with children 11.8 17.0 14.6 16.4 163 134 12.6
Female-Headed Households 71.0 71.6 746 * 74.0 * 721 786 * 758 *
Elderty Households 30.8 28.4 269 °* 251°¢ 283 29°* 193 *
Households with Eamned Income 27.5 27.7 256 27.0 26.8 11.7 ¢ 19.6 *
Households Receiving AFDC 229 283 * 30.7 * 304" 294 ¢ 739 419+
Households with Excess Shelter Deduction 56.9 57.2 620 * 60.0 632°* 65.7 * 683 *
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TABLE 113 (continued)

15 States with United
East South South Lowest Maximum 15 Most States as
Characteristic Alabama Central Division Region AFDC Payments Rural States California® a Whole
Income as a Percent of the Poverty Level . .
0 9.0 9.4 9.7 10.1 7.6 11.2 71
1to 50 345 335 362 36.4 320 37 31.6
51 t0 100 49.1 49.2 472 462 520 79.0 535
101 to 150 74 19 6.9 72 83 51 74
Average Values:®
Monthly AFDC payment $122 165 * 223+ 210 ¢ 236 ¢ 649 * 389 ¢
Monthly food stamp benefit $146 144 145 150 138 * 102 * 130 *
Percent of total benefits
comprised of food stamps® 92.0 878 * 833 * 845+ 832 30.1°* 655 °*
Monthly gross income $437 451 449 453 462 668 ¢ 476 *
Monthly net income 3226 231 224 227 239 418 * 247
Monthly housing expense $195 207 222 218 * 227 * 355 ¢ 268 *
Monthly excess shelter deduction $97 104 109 * 107 * 108 * 128 * 122
Sample Size (No. of households) 1,239 5,362 19,849 21,069 14,581 2,241 62,251

SOURCE: Tabulations from the USDA/FNS 1989 Integrated Quality Control System.

*Compared with the Alabama food stamp households, the households in these groups are statistically different at the 95 percent confidence level, based on chi-square tests (for distributions)
and t-tests (for proportions and means). Values for the state groups include Alabama; however, we excluded Alabama from the groups and calculated new means and distributions before
the statistical tests were performed, thus increasing the power of the comparisons.

*In California, SSI recipients (individuals who are age 65 or older, blind, or disabled) receive cash food benefits as part of their SSI payments. SSI households are not included in the statistics
shown for food stamp households in California.

YFor households with values greater than zero.

“Total benefits consist of AFDC, GA, and food stamps. The percentages shown are based on all households with food stamps and either zero or positive AFDC and GA incomes.

AFDC = Aid to Families with Dependent Children; SSI = Supplemental Security Income; GA = General Assistance.
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holds to use some of their cash food benefits to cover nonfood costs. That pressure might increase
overall changes in food-purchasing patterns when benefits are cashed-out.

On the following characteristics, food stamp households in Alabama are not significantly different
from those in the four state groups, but are significantly different from those in California and in the
United States as a whole:

*  Average household size--food stamp households are larger in California than in

Alabama and are smaller in the United States as a whole than in Alabama

*  The proportion of households with earned income--the proportions are smaller in
California and in the United States as a whole than in Alabama

» The distribution of income as a percent of the poverty level--food stamp
households in the United States as a whole, and in California in particular, are
more likely than food stamp households in Alabama to have incomes above 50
percent of the poverty level

» Average monthly gross and net incomes--food stamp households in California and

in the United States as a whole have larger amounts of both types of income than
do food stamp households in Alabama

Alabama food stamp households are significantly different from all of the food stamp households
examined in the state groups, in California, and in the United States as a whole on the following
characteristics:

» Age distribution of householder--food stamp households in Alabama are

significantly less likely to be headed by a person younger than 21 years of age and
are significantly more likely to be headed by a person aged 60 years or older

*  Race of householder--the food stamp householder in Alabama is significantly more
likely to be black

*  Household composition--food stamp households in Alabama are significantly less
likely to consist of a married couple with children and are significantly more likely

to consist of a married couple without children

* Proportion of households receiving AFDC--the proportion of food stamp
households receiving AFDC is significantly lower in Alabama
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* Average monthly AFDC payment--the average AFDC payment received by food

stamp households who also participate in the AFDC Program is much smaller in
Alabama

*  Percent of total benefits comprised of food stamps, where total benefits consists of
food stamps, AFDC, and General Assistance (GA)--the percent is significantly
higher in Alabama

C. SUMMARY

Alabama households, in general, and Alabama food stamp households, in particular, differ from
their counterparts in other states or groups of states along a number of dimensions. Overall,
Alabama is poorer and more rural and is growing more slowly than is the United States as a whole.
Its low-income population depends heavily on food stamps, because AFDC provides low benefit
levels, and GA is not available. Compared with the United States as a whole, and with the groups
of states specified, a larger proportion of Alabama food stamp households are elderly, and, although
a larger proportion is working, income levels are relatively low.

These differences in characteristics might reduce the degree to which the results of the Alabama
Cash-Out Demonstration can be generalized to other states and to the United States as a whole. If
the elderly have more stable food-purchasing patterns than do the nonelderly, the higher percentage
of elderly food stamp households in Alabama might hold down overall changes in purchasing behavior
when food benefits are cashed-out. However, the low AFDC payments and income levels in
Alabama, and the relatively high proportion of total benefits comprised of food stamps, might create
financial constraints that tend to increase changes in purchasing behavior when the food benefit form
is converted. Relative to food stamp households in Alabama, food stamp households in the
comparison groups of states had neither as high a proportion with elderly members nor the same
degree of financial constraint, although the other states in the East South Central Census Division
resembled Alabama most closely along these dimensions. Therefore, results of the Alabama Cash-
Out Demonstration might generalize most reliably to the other states in the East South Central

Census Division. However, caution should be used when generalizing the results to food stamp
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households in other states in the South Census Region, or to states that share Alabama’s low-AFDC
or rural status, as these states differ from Alabama on a number of important characteristics. Finally,
the many large differences in characteristics of food stamp households in Alabama relative to those
in California and in the United States as a whole suggest that the results of the Alabama Cash-Out
Demonstration will generalize poorly to those areas.

The limited degree to which the results of the Alabama Cash-Out Demonstration can be
generalized is the reason why the USDA chose to conduct a contemporaneous "pure” food stamp
cash-out demonstration in a site (San Diego County, California) that is highly urbanized, has high
average income levels, and provides large AFDC payments. The findings from the Alabama and San

Diego evaluations might provide a good indication of how a large proportion of the nationwide food

stamp caseload would respond to cash-out.
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IIl. DATA AND METHODS

This chapter describes the data and methods underlying the analyses of the impact of cash-out
on recipient outcomes.! We obtained the data from a household survey and from focus group
discussions. Section A describes the sampling and data collection procedures used to obtain data
from food stamp recipients in the demonstration counties. Section B describes the analysis strategy.
Section C defines key measures used in the analyses of the household survey data. Section D

describes the size and characteristics of the samples of check and coupon households.

A. DATA FROM FOOD STAMP HOUSEHOLDS IN ALABAMA

We used two complementary data collection methodologies to obtain data from households that
were participating in the Food Stamp Program (FSP) when the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out
Demonstration was in effect. The first methodology was a survey of coupon and check households,
and the second was focus group discussions with check recipients who had previously received coupon

benefits. We discuss these data collection methodologies in the next two subsections.

1. The Household Survey

The first methodology that we used to collect data from FSP recipients was a survey of a
stratified random sample of 2,386 food stamp households, which consisted of 1,131 check recipients
and 1,255 coupon recipients. We chose the size and configuration of the sample in response to the
specifications of the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) that (1) the evaluation be capable of

detecting a 10 percent reduction in food use resulting from cash-out,? and (2) this precision criterion

'We describe the data collection procedures used to obtain data for analyzing thevimpact of the
demonstration on program administration in Volume II, Chapter IX.

“More precisely, FNS specified that the evaluation must be capable of detecting a 10 percent
reduction in food use with 80 percent power. That is, if cash-out actually caused a 10 percent
reduction in food use, then the sample for the evaluation must be sufficiently large that an analyst
would have an 80 percent probability of concluding from a statistical test based on the sample data

(continued...)
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be attainable not only for the entire sample, but also for two subpopulations of the sample, residents
of urban counties and residents of rural counties.

The survey instrument, which required an average of 2 hours and 11 minutes to administer,
obtained detailed data from the respondents on their households’ demographic composition, income,
consumption expenditures, food-shopping patterns, attitudes toward the FSP, and, most importantly,
the types, quantities, and prices of the foods that they used during the week preceding the

interview.>* Appendix A contains additional details about the instrument.

a. Sampling and Data Collection Procedures

At the outset of the demonstration, Alabama’s counties were divided into two strata, urban and
rural, with each stratum including approximately one-half of the state’s food stamp population.
Random samples of ten rural counties and two urban counties were then selected to participate in
the demonstration, with probabilities of selection proportional to size.

After the counties had been selected, households were selected into the demonstration in two
phases. In the first phase, the Alabama Department of Human Resources (DHR) used an algorithm
designed by MPR to randomly select equal numbers of experimental (check) and control (coupon)
households from each demonstration county. When executing the selection algorithm, DHR used

data on the active food stamp caseload in the demonstration counties as of April 27, 1990. In May

%(...continued)
that a reduction did occur. FNS further specified that the statistical test must have a 95 percent
confidence level. This specification means that the test criterion that must be met in order to
conclude that cash-out caused a reduction in food use must be sufficiently demanding that, if met,
there is a 95 percent probability that a reduction in food use actually occurred, and only a 5 percent
chance that it did not. The 80 percent power and 95 percent confidence requirements are
conventional standards for evaluation research.

3We present additional information about the time required to administer the household survey
instrument in Appendix A.

*The same instrument was used in the evaluation of the San Diego Cash-Out Demonstration and
in the cash-out component of the evaluation of Washington State’s Family Independence Program.
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of 1990, DHR began issuing food stamp checks to the households that had been selected into
experimental status during this first phase of the demonstration.
The second phase of the demonstration began on April 28, 1990, and lasted until August 31,

1990. During this phase, DHR used a variant of the phase-1 selection algorithm to randomly assign
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those in phase 1. This phase ensured an adequate representation of new FSP households in the
demonstration. All experimental houscholds, regardless of when they were selected into the
demonstration, continued to receive food stamp benefits in the form of checks through December
of 1990.

At the end of June of 1990, 2,004 experimental households and 2,012 control households were
active participants in the FSP. We selected all of these households into the sample for the household
survey. In September of 1990, we selected into our sample an additional 249 experimental
households and 221 control households that had entered the FSP subsequent to the end of June and
that were active participants at the end of August. Thus, the total sample consisted of 4,486
households: 2,253 treatment households and 2,233 control households.

We randomly ordered the sample households and released them to field interviewers as needed,
until we attained our target of 2,400 completed interviews. We actually released 3,544 of the sample
households, of which 480 were not eligible to be interviewed because of death, migration, or exit from
the FSP. We obtained data on housechold composition, income, and attitudes toward the FSP from
2,386 of the remaining 3,064 released households (1,131 experimental households and 1,255 control
households), for an overall response rate of 78 percent. Some of the responding households provided
no data on food use. We were able to obtain complete data, including data on food use, from 75

percent of the eligible sample households that were released for interviewing. The result of these
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of the Alabama food stamp caseload in 1990. (Section E of Appendix A provides additional
information on the survey response rates.)

Field staff fully worked all released households from August 4, 1990, through November 18,
1990. As each sample household was released to the survey field staff, an interviewer attempted to
conduct an in-person screening interview (the screener) with the household’s principal food purchaser
and preparer. During that initial contact, the interviewer ascertained whether the household
currently was receiving food stamps. If it was, the interviewer asked the respondent to participate
in the survey and offered a $20 incentive to do so (payable on completion of the main interview).
The interviewer also obtained demographic data on each member of each screened household and
on the household’s food-shopping patterns for the preceding month. Toward the end of the screener,
the interviewer explained that the principal objective of the survey was to gather data on all foods
used by the household during the subsequent seven days and asked that the respondent save the
labels of foods used during that period. (See Section III.A.1.b for the definition of "household food
use.”) The interviewer also asked the respondent to keep additional records, including shopping lists,
menus, grocery receipts, and labels from food packages, cans, and bottles.

Seven days after the screener was conducted, the interviewer returned to administer the main
survey instrument. The interviewer requested that the respondent refer to the food labels and
records in order to respond to the survey’s structured questions on the type, quantity, price, and
related characteristics of each food item used by the household during the seven-day reporting period.

After completing survey field operations, the information on the type, quantity, and price of each
food item was used to construct measures of the aggregate money value and nutritional content of
the food that was used. In this report, the aggregate money value and nutritional content of food
used are key outcome measures in the analyses of cash-out’s impact on households. Appendix C
provides additional details on the data file construction and editing procedures for the household

survey.
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b. Data on Household Food Use and Nutrient Availability

The use of food by food stamp households is a key issue that we address in this study. The
household survey provides detailed information on food used from the household food supply during
the seven days preceding the interview. The survey’s measure of food used includes all food from
the household food supply that was consumed at home, food that was carried from the home and
eaten elsewhere, food that was prepared elsewhere (including "fast food™ and delivered food) and
then brought into the home and consumed, food for humans that was fed to pets, and food that was
discarded after being prepared. The measure excludes food that was brought into the home but was
not used or prepared, food that was given away or sold to persons outside of the household, ordinary
pet food, and food that was given to animals for commercial purposes. The measure of food used
includes food that was purchased with cash, credit, or food stamps; food that was received through
other food-assistance programs, such as the Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants,
and Children (WIC) and local food banks; food that was home-produced; and food that was received
as a gift or as payment-in-kind.

As noted, respondent households had been contacted at least seven days before the actual
interview and had been asked to maintain records that would help to provide information on food
use. For each food item used from the household food supply during the seven days, the interviewer
recorded the type of food, its form (fresh, canned, or frozen), the quantity used, the price paid (if
appropriate), and its source (purchased, WIC voucher, home-produced, gift, or in-lieu of payment).
The interviewer also collected data on the number and type of meals (morning, noon, and evening)
eaten from household food supplies by household members and others, the number of snacks and
refreshments eaten by guests, and the number of meals eaten away from home by household
members.

The data on the prices and quantities were used to analyze the impact of cash-out on two key

measures of household food use: (1) the quantity of food used at home, and (2) the money value
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of food used at home. In addition, we used data on the quantity of each food item used from the
household food supply to calculate the availability of food energy and certain nutrients.’ In Section
I11.C.2, we discuss these measures of household food use and nutrient availability, as well as other

key outcome measures, in greater detail.

2. The Focus Group Discussions

The second of the two methodologies that we used to collect data from FSP recipients was focus
group discussions. We conducted the discussions with four groups in November of 1990. We
conducted two of the groups in rural Fayette County, and two in Birmingham. One group in each
location was comprised of elderly FSP recipients, and the other was comprised of nonelderly
recipients.

We identified and recruited focus group participants from the same FSP caseload data file (April
1990) that we had used to select the household sample for the recipient survey. To be considered
for the focus groups, households had to meet two criteria: (1) they had to be currently receiving food
stamp benefits in the form of checks and had to have received coupon benefits in the past, and (2)
they had to have a telephone.®

We conducted the focus groups in the conference rooms of community centers. Using a topic
guide, survey professionals led the groups through structured discussions of such topics as relative
preferences for checks or for coupons, check-cashing experiences, and the effects of the form of the

food stamp benefit on household budgeting and expenditure decisions. Appendix D contains

>We used a USDA nutrient data base to convert the survey data on the quantity of food used
to data on nutrient availability. The data base provides information on the nutrient content per
pound of roughly 4,000 foods and food combinations in the form in which they enter the household,
with adjustments for cooking losses and inedible components of food. Hepburn (1982) provides a
description of the USDA’s nutrient data base.

SWe imposed these eligibility requirements because we wanted the focus group participants to
discuss their experiences with both food stamp coupons and checks, and because we wanted to recruit
the participants via telephone so as to minimize recruitment costs.
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additional details on the focus groups, including the criteria used to select participants, recruitment,

procedures for collecting the data, and the characteristics of participants.

B. THE ANALYSIS STRATEGY

We used the household survey data to conduct three related analyses of the impact of cash-out
on FSP households: (1) a comparative analysis of mean values of check and coupon housechold
outcomes, (2) a comparative analysis of regression-adjusted mean values, and (3) an econometric
analysis of the marginal propensity to consume food out of coupons, checks, and ordinary cash
income. The findings from the focus group discussions were primarily used to enhance our
understanding of the behavior underlying the results from the household survey. The remainder of

this section contains overviews of the analyses of the household survey and focus group data.

1. Analyses of the Household Survey Data

a. Comparative Analysis of Mean Values

Reflecting the strength of the randomized design of the demonstration, our principal approach
to the analysis of the household survey data was to compare check and coupon households on several
key outcomes, and to assess whether the outcomes of the check households differed from those of
the coupon households. More formally, we compared the mean values of outcome measures for the
samples of coupon and check recipients and conducted statistical tests (t-tests) for the significance
of the observed differences. If the check-coupon household difference in the mean values of a
particular outcome was statistically different from zero, then, given the experimental design of the
demonstration, we concluded that cash-out had affected that outcome.

For purposes of illustration, consider the analysis of the impact of cash-out on total expenditures

for food. The hypothesis is that, because food stamp benefits under cash-out no longer are an "in-
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kind" benefit earmarked specifically for food, recipients will reduce their food expenditures. Thus,

we test the null hypothesis,

Hy: No Check-Coupon Household Difference in Expenditures for Food,

against the alternative hypothesis,

H,: Check Households Spend Less than Coupon Households for Food.

The test of this hypothesis is based on simple check-coupon household differences in the mean
values of food expenditures. If the value of the "test-statistic” is less than the critical value -1.64
(which is the value for a 95 percent confidence level, with a one-tailed test), then we reject the null
hypothesis. That is to say, in this case, data from the household survey on the simple difference in
mean values of expenditures for food between check and coupon households support the alternative
hypothesis that cash-out reduced household expenditures for food.

Note that, because we have a priori information in this case on the expected direction of the
impact of cash-out (that is, cash-out might reduce food expenditures), the hypothesis that we test is
directional and implies the use of a one-tailed hypothesis test. For the majority of outcomes under
consideration, we will have a priori information on the expected direction. However, for some
outcomes, such as the quantities of specific types of foods used at home or the number of shopping
trips per month, we were uncertain a priori of the likely direction of the impact; for those outcomes,

we used a two-tailed variant of the illustrated hypothesis test.”

"As an example of a two-tailed hypothesis test, consider the impact of cash-out on the number
of shopping trips per month to grocery stores. We test the null hypothesis, no check-coupon
household difference in the number of shopping trips per month to grocery stores, against the
alternative hypothesis, check households made either more or fewer trips per month to grocery stores
than did coupon households. If the value of the "test-statistic," in this case, the difference in the
mean values of the number of shopping trips per month to grocery stores for check and coupon
households divided by the square root of the variance of this difference, is less than the critical value
-1.96 or greater than the critical value +1.96 (for a 95 percent confidence level, with a two-tailed

(continued...)
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When assessing the cross-sectional, random-assignment, experimental design for this evaluation,
it may be useful to consider several alternative designs that we did not adopt. One possible design
is a "before and after” approach, which would have entailed a first round of data collection from a
sample of coupon households, followed by cash-out, followed by a second round of data collection
from a different sample of check households. We rejected this design because of potential difficulties
in distinguishing the effects of cash-out from the effects of changes during the interval between the
two rounds of data collection in other factors affecting food use, and because of the increased cost
of collecting data during two time periods.

A second possible design is a "double-difference” approach, which would have entailed random
assignment as well as two rounds of data collection from the same sample of households. Under this
approach, the first round of data collection would have occurred prior to cash-out. That round would
have been followed by the random assignment of households in the evaluation sample to treatment
or to control status, followed (with a lag of several months) by a second round of data collection from
both the experimental and control households. This design would have enabled us to better examine
the dynamics of how households adjust to the conversion from coupons to checks. However, it would
have been more expensive than our chosen design to implement, due to the need to (1) collect data
during two different periods of time, and (2) re-locate, during the second period, the households that
had provided data during the first period. In addition, the double-difference design would have
required a delay in the commencement of cash-out, because we would have had to develop and
implement the data collection procedures before the first round of data collection and, hence, well

before the commencement of cash-out.

’(...continued)
test), then we reject the null hypothesis of no difference. That is to say, in this case, data from the
household survey support the alternative hypothesis, that cash-out affected the number of shopping
trips per month to grocery stores. That estimated impact can be positive or negative, depending on
the sign of the difference in the mean values.
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b. Comparative Analysis of Regression-Adjusted Mean Values

Simple differences in the mean values of outcome variables between the sample of check
recipients and the sample of coupon recipients are unbiased estimates of the true effects of cash-out;
however, those estimates might not be the most precise estimates. Accordingly, for the outcome
measures of greatest interest (those based on the household food-use data), we also used regression
analysis to control for variation in the outcome measures arising from a limited number of household
characteristics.

However, in our evaluation, the regression-adjusted estimates did not prove to be substantially
more precise than the simple-difference-in-means estimates. Furthermore, the conclusions that can
be drawn from the regression-adjusted results essentially are the same as those that can be drawn
from the simple differences in mean values. Therefore, the estimates of the effects of cash-out that
we present in the body of this report were obtained by using the simple-difference-in-means
approach. We occasionally refer to the regression-adjusted results, but their detailed presentation

is relegated to Appendix E.

¢. Econometric Analysis of the Marginal Propensity to Consume Food

The analyses described in the previous two subsections are designed to provide estimates of the
overall effects of cash-out on the key outcome variables under consideration. It is also of interest to
compare the marginal impacts of check benefits and of coupon benefits, that is, to determine by how
much the impact of an additional dollar of check benefits differs from the impact of an additional
dollar of coupon benefits. Estimates of marginal impacts can help to provide a richer understanding
of the effects of cash benefits. The estimates also allow us to directly compare our results with those
of a number of earlier studies that have focused on the marginal impacts of food stamp benefits on
food expenditures.

To conduct a marginal-impact analysis, we developed econometric models that estimate the

marginal impacts of the two forms of food stamp benefits. The structure of these models is consistent
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with those of models used in earlier studies to estimate the effects of an additional dollar of food
stamp benefits on the use of food at home.® This structural consistency ensures the comparability
of the estimates of the marginal effects of food stamp benefits produced by this study with those
produced by earlier studies. However, although of considerable interest, the econometric estimates
of the marginal propensities to consume food out of food stamp coupons and out of food stamp
checks are not central to the basic findings of this report. Therefore, we present these econometric

estimates in Appendix F.

2. Descriptive Analyses of Data Obtained from Focus Groups

All of the formal statistical results presented in this report are based on data collected in the
sample survey of food stamp recipients. Because focus group results are based on a small number
of nonindependent observations, they cannot be used to test hypotheses about recipient behaviors
in any formal statistical sense. Therefore, we used the findings from the fdcus group discussions to
supplement the findings from the household survey. To highlight recipients’ perceptions toward and
experiences with cash-out, we present quotations from focus group participants in various sections
of Chapter V1. In addition, we use findings from the focus group discussions to enhance
understanding of the behavior underlying the statistical results presented in Chapter IV (which
examines household food use) and in Chapter V (which examines household shopping patterns and

food and nonfood expenditures).

C. DEFINITIONS OF KEY ANALYSIS VARIABLES

The survey of coupon and check households provides information on household characteristics,
income, program participation, expenditure patterns, food use, and attitudes toward check and coupon
benefits. This section defines the key variables used in the analyses of the household survey data,

including household food use, nutrient availability, and food and nonfood expenditures. We begin

8For a review of these earlier studies, see Fraker (1990).
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the section with a discussion of two measures of household size that were used to scale the key
outcome variables. The next three subsections define key outcome measures concerning, respectively,
household food use, nutrient availability, and food and nonfood expenditures. Table III.1 lists and

defines the main analysis variables.

1. Measures of Household Size and Composition

The principal measure of household size used in this report is the food consumption unit (FCU),
that is, the group of individuals that usually eats from the home food supply. We determined the size
of the FCU on the basis of two questions asked during the interview about each person living in the
dwelling unit: (1) whether the person is covered by food stamp benefits, and (2) if not, whether the
person eats from the home food supply. Therefore, the size of the FCU cannot exceed that of the
household, that is, the total number of persons living in the dwelling unit. On the other hand, the
FCU might diverge in either direction from the official food stamp unir (FSU), that is, the group of
individuals that is included in the food stamp case. The size of the FCU and the size of the FSU
could differ either for legitimate reasons or for reasons that might entail fraud under FSP regulations.

When computing the size of the FCU, we treated all household members identically. However,
FCUs of equal size might have different requirements for food used at home. The differences might
depend on the age, gender, and pregnancy and lactation status of household members; the proportion
of meals eaten at home by members of the FCU; and the number of meals served to guests.
Therefore, to account for these differences, we use two modified measures of the FCU in this report:
(1) the FCU in adult male equivalents (AME:s), (2) and the FCU in equivalent nutrition units

(ENUs).® We describe these measures in the next two subsections.

*Henceforth, the term "household" refers to the FCU, unless explicitly stated otherwise.
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TABLE II1.1

DEFINITIONS OF KEY VARIABLES USED IN THE ANALYSES OF THE HOUSEHOLD SURVEY DATA

Variable

Definition

Food Stamp Unit (FSU)

Persons living in the dwelling unit who are covered by the recipient’s food stamp benefits (ie, household members who are
included in the food stamp case).

Food Consumption Unit (FCU)

Persons living in the dwelling unit who are covered by the recipient’s food stamp benefits and/or who eat from the food
stamp recipient’s household food supply.

Adult Male Equivalents (AME)

Accounts for the age and gender of the members of the FCU, Each member of the FCU receives a "weight" determined
by the nutritional recommendation for that member for food energy (or another nutrient)relative to the nutritional
recommendation for an adult male aged 23 to 50 years. The sum of these weights gives FCU size in AMEs.

Equivalent Nutrition Units (ENU)

Accounts for the age and gender of the members of the FCU and the proportion of meals that they eat from the
household food supply. Each member of the FCU receives a "weight" determined by the nutritional recommendation for
that member for food energy (or another nutrient) relative to the nutritional recommendation for an adult male aged 23
to 50 years and by the proportion of meals eaten at home. Meals served to guests are also taken into account. The sum
of these weights gives FCU size in ENUs.

Quantity of Food Used at Home per ENU per Week
Total
By food group

Quantities of food used (in pounds per person per week) for all food used at home and separately for the 31 food groups
corresponding to the Thrifty Food Plan (TFP) plus alcoholic beverages, where "per person” refers to per-ENU.

Total Money Value of Food Used at Home
Per household
Per AME
Per ENU

Money value (in dollars) of all purchased and nonpurchased food used at home during the seven-day reporting period.
The measure is obtained by multiplying the quantity of each food item used by its reported or imputed price and
summing the money values of each individua) food item used at home. Scaled measures of the money value of food used
per AME and per ENU are derived by dividing the money value of food used at home per househoki by measures of
household size in, respectively, AME and ENU.

Money Value of Purchased Food Used at Home
Per household
Per AME
Per ENU

Money value (in doflars) of all purchased food used at home during the seven-day reporting period. It is obiained by
multiplying the quantity of each purchased food item used at home by its reported price and summing the money values
of each individual purchased food item used at home. Scaled measures of the money value of purchased food used per
AME and per ENU are derived by dividing the money value of purchased food used at home per houschold by measures
of household size in, respectively, AME and ENU.
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Variable

Definition

Money Value of Nonpurchased Food Used at Home
Per household
Per AME
Per ENU

Money value (in dollars) of all nonpurchased food used at home during the seven-day reporting period, where
nonpurchased food consists of home-produced food, food received as a gift or in-lieu of payment, and food received
through other food-assistance programs. [t is obtained by multiplying the quantity of each food item used at home that
was nol purchased by an imputed price and summing the money values of each individual nonpurchased food item used
at home. Scaled measures of the money value of nonpurchased food used per AME and per ENU are derived by
dividing the money value of nonpurchased food used at home per household by measures of household size in,
respectively, AME and ENU.

Money Value of Food Used at Home per ENU, by
Food Group

Money value (in dollars per week) of food used at home per ENU, by the 31 food groups in the TFP plus alooholic
beverages. The value is obtained for each aggregated food group by summing the money values of the individual food
items comprising that food group and dividing the result by household size in ENU.

Share of Money Value of Food Used at Home per
ENU, by Food Group

The share of money value of food used at home per ENU, by food group, is the peroentage of the total money value of
food used by a household from its home food supply per person that is accounted for by each of the 31 TFP food
groups plus alooholic beverages.

Availability of Nutrients from Food Used af Horie

Nutrient Availability per ENU

Nutrients availabie from all food used by a housechold from its home food supply during the seven-day period expressed on
a per-ENU basis. It is calculated by multiplying the nutrient content per pound of each food item by the number of
pounds used of each food item and summing across the products for each food item. The nutrients examined are food
energy, protein, and seven micronutrients that are considered to be potentially problematic from a public health
perspective: vitamin A, vitamin C, vitamin By, folate, calcium, iron, and zinc.

Nutrient Availability per ENU Compared with
Recommended Dietary Allowances (RDAs)

Average nutrient availability per ENU as a percent of the RDAs, calculated for food energy, protein, and the seven
micronutrients under consideration.

Households Attaining RDAs

Percentage of households whose availability of nutrients per ENU equals or exceeds the RDASs, calculated for food energy,
protein, and the seven micronutrients under consideration.

Nutrient Densities

Nutrient availability per 1,000 kilocalories of food energy calculated for the seven micronutrients under consideration.
Calculated by dividing the availability of each micronutrient by the availability of food energy.

Nutrient Availability per Dollar of Food Used at
Home

Nutrient availability per doliar of food used at home calculated for protein and the seven micronutrients under
consideration. It equals the availability of each nutrient divided by the total money value of food used at home (in
dollars per week).

Food Energy from Protein, Carbohydrate, and Fat

The proportions of food energy derived from protein, carbohydrate, and fat.
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a. Household Size in AMEs

Household size in AMEs adjusts household size for the ages and genders of the household
members. The adjustment procedure weights each household member by the recommended dietary
allowance (RDA) for that member for a given nutrient, typically, food energy, relative to the RDA
for that nutrient for an adult male aged 25 to 50 years.!® The sum of these weights gives household
size in AMEs.

For example, consider the following household, with a male and female householder each aged

40 years, a boy aged 15 years, and a girl aged 12 years:

RDA for Food

Energy
Household Member (Kilocalories) Relative Need
Male, aged 40 2,900 1.00
Female, aged 40 2,200 0.76
Male, aged 15 3,000 1.03
Female, aged 12 2,200 0.76
Household size in adult male equivalents 3.55

(AMEs)

The number of AMEs in this household, based on the relative needs of the household members for

food energy, is 3.55.

b. Household Size in ENUs
Household size in ENUs adjusts household size for the ages and genders of the household
members, as well as for the proportion of meals eaten from the household food supply and meals

served to guests. The adjustment weights each household member by the RDA for that member for

10We used the 1989 revised RDAs, which were determined by the National Research Council of
the National Academy of Sciences (1989b). Pregnancy and lactation status are also taken into
account in these recommendations and in the AME calculations.
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a given nutrient, such as food energy, relative to the RDA for that nutrient for an adult male aged
25 to 50 years and by the proportion of meals eaten at home. It also adjusts for meals served to
guests. The sum of these weights gives household size in ENUs.

Continuing with the previous example, assume that the male householder ate two-thirds of his

weekly meals at home, and that the other household members ate all of their meals at home:

Proportion of  Equivalent
Relative Meals Eaten Nutrition

Household Member Need at Home Units
Male, aged 40 1.00 0.67 0.67
Female, aged 40 0.76 1.00 0.76
Male, aged 15 1.03 1.00 1.03
Female, aged 12 0.76 1.00 0.76
Household size in equivalent nutrition 322
units (ENUs)

The household size in ENUs for this hypothetical household, based on the relative needs of the

household members for food energy, is 3.22 persons.

2. Measures of Household Food Use

Food used at home (household food use) refers to all food and beverages used from the
household food supply during the seven days preceding the interview (see Section IILA.1.b for a
more complete description of this measure). We used the information obtained during the interview
on the types, quantities, and prices of the foods that food stamp recipients used at home in order to
calculate the following four measures of household food use: (1) the quantity (in pounds per week)
of all food used at home and, separately, for 32 food groups, (2) the money value (in dollars per
week) of all food used at home and, separately, for purchased and nonpurchased food used at home,
(3) the money value of all food used at home, by food group, and (4) the share of the money value

of all food used at home, by food group. We describe these measures in the next four subsections.
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a. Quantities of Food Used at Home

For the analyses of the quantities of food used at home, we examined the average quantities of
food used (in pounds per person per week) for all food used at home and separately for 32 food
groups--the 31 food groups corresponding to the USDA’s Thrifty Food Plan (TFP), plus alcoholic

beverages. "Per person" in these analyses always refers to per-ENU.

b. Money Value of Food Used at Home
We obtained the money value of a particular food item used at home by a household by

11" Food that was not

multiplying the quantity (in pounds) used of the food item by its unit price.
purchased directly, but that was used by the household (such as food obtained through WIC vouchers,
home-produced food, or food received as a gift or in-lieu of pay), was valued at the average price per
pound that the households reporting its purchase and use paid for that food item. We obtained the
total money value of food used at home (in dollars per week) by summing the money values of the
individual food items.

We used several outcome measures for the analysis of the money value of food used at home.
First, we examined the money value of purchased food used at home. This variable is of interest
because it reflects expenditures for food used at home--the factor that the FSP directly affects.
Second, because food received as gifts, food obtained through WIC vouchers, and food obtained from
direct food-assistance programs are potential substitutes for purchased food, it is of interest to

examine whether the demonstration had effects on nonpurchased food used at home. Third, we

examined the value of all food used at home, that is, the sum of the previous two measures.

"During the interviews, respondents were asked about the quantity of each food purchased and
the total purchase price. We subsequently used this information to compute the unit price of each
food purchased. We used the unit price to compute the money value of food used. As part of the
editing that we performed to ensure as much accuracy as possible in the data set, food items for
which the computed prices were very high or very low in relation to the mean price of a food item
were examined manually, using the hard-copy instruments. In some instances, no apparent errors
were identified. In other cases, errors were identified and corrected. The quantity of the food
purchased was most often in need of revision.
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For each of the three measures, we calculated the total for the household, as well as two versions
scaled by household size--the AME and ENU measures of household size.'? The money value of
total food used at home per household is simply the total money value of food used from the
household food supply. We obtained the money value of total food used at home per AME and per
ENU by dividing the household’s money value of total food used at home by household size in,
respectively, AMEs and ENUs. The measures for purchased and nonpurchased food used at home
were defined analogously.

Note that, of the three measures of the money value of food used at home, we believe the
results based on measures scaled by ENU are the most useful. This measure accounts for family size
and composition and, because it controls for any shifting of meals from at-home to away-from-home,
or vice-versa, shows the effects of cash-out on total (purchased and nonpurchased) food used at home
by those who use the home food supply. Essentially, the ENU measure of household size, by taking
into account the percentages of meals eaten at home, provides the best measure of the dependency

of household members on the home food supply.

¢. Money Value of Food Used at Home, by Food Group

We also present the mean values of the money value of food used per ENU, by food group (for
the 31 food groups in the TFP plus alcoholic beverages). For any household, the money value of
food used at home (in dollars per week) per ENU for each aggregated food group was obtained by
summing the money values of the individual food items comprising the food group and dividing the

result by household size in ENUs.

2The ENU measure of household size that was used to compute scaled measures of the money
value of food used at home was based on the recommended intake of food energy (National Research
Council, 1989b).

45



Table of Contents

d. Share of Money Value of Food Used at Home, by Food Group

The share of money value of food used at home, by food group, is the percentage of the total
money value of food used by a household from its home food supply that is accounted for by each
of the 31 TFP food groups plus alcoholic beverages. When calculating mean shar‘es, we have used
averages of individual food stamp household shares for each food group. For purposes of illustration,
an average expenditure share for check households for high-nutrient vegetables equalling 3.50 means
that, for the average check household, of every dollar spent per week for food used at home, an

average of 3.5 cents was devoted to high-nutrient vegetables.

3. Availability of Nutrients from Food Used at Home

When examining the effects of cash-out on the availability of nutrients from food used at home,
we considered two types of nutrients: (1) macronutrients--protein, fat, and carbohydrate--which are
the principal sources of food energy,'? and (2) micronutrients--vitamins, minerals, and trace elements
--which are essential to the proper growth and maintenance of the human body.

The survey obtained data on food used by households, but not on food eaten by household
members; consequently, the only nutrient measures that we can compute on the basis of the survey
data are measures of nutrient availability. In this study, nutrient availability is defined as the nutrients
available from all food used by a household from its home food supply during the seven-day period

14

preceding the interview.”” Thus, for example, we computed a household’s availability of calcium

by multiplying the calcium content per pound of each food item by the number of pounds used of

BAlcohol (ethanol) is the only other significant source of food energy. The survey data for this
study show that alcohol provided only about 0.1 percent of the energy obtained by food stamp
households in Alabama from food used at home. Consequently, we have omitted alcohol from the
analysis of food energy and its sources that is presented in Chapter IV.

YNutrient intake is defined as the nutrients provided by foods actually eaten by household
members and guests.
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each food item and summing across the products across all food items. We derived the availability
of food energy and other nutrients from the household food supply analogously.

In this study, most measures of nutrient availability are reported on a per-ENU basis.}® Thus,
continuing with the example, the availability of calcium from food used at home per ENU equals the
availability of calcium in the food used by a household from its home food supply divided by the
number of ENUs who draw on the household’s home food supply for their meals, taking into account
the proportion of meals consumed from the home food supply and the number of meals served to
guests. When transformed in this way, the measure of nutrient availability can, subject to the
qualifications given in the following section, be meaningfully compared with the RDA for an adult
male, thus permitting an assessment of the relative nutritional adequacy across population groups of
food used from the home food supply.

In the analyses of nutrient availability presented in Chapter IV, we calculate the mean values of

seven measures. These measures are:

1. Availability of food energy and protein per ENU as a percent of the RDA

2. Percentages of households for which the availability per ENU of food energy and of
protein equals or exceeds the RDA

3. The proportions of food energy derived from protein, carbohydrate, and fat

4. Nutrient availability per 1,000 kilocalories of food energy (calculated for the seven
micronutrients under consideration)

5. Nutrient availability per ENU as a percent of the RDA (calculated for the seven
micronutrients under consideration)

I3For each nutrient considered in this study, we have computed a nutrient-specific measure of
household size in ENUs. This measure of household size incorporates adjustments for: (1) the need
of each household member for the nutrient in question, as indicated by his or her RDA for that
nutrient, (2) the proportion of each member’s meals that is eaten at home, and (3) meals served to
guests. See the discussion in Section III.C.1 for more details. It should be noted that, for analysis
of nutrient outcomes, the ENU measures used are specific to each nutrient. However, for analysis
of dollar-denominated variables, the ENUs for food energy are used.
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6. Percentages of households for which the availability per ENU of each of the seven
selected micronutrients equals or exceeds the RDA

7.  Nutrient availability per dollar of food used at home (calculated for protein and for the

seven micronutrients under consideration)

The third and seventh measures require further discussion. Examining nutrient availability per
unit of food energy is of interest because it provides a measure of the average nutrient content, or
nutrient density, of food used. This measure can help us to understand reasons for observed changes
in other nutrient outcome variables. For instance, suppose that cash-out was found to reduce the
consumption of food energy. It would be of interest to determine whether the consumption of key
nutrients had been reduced concomitantly, or, alternatively, whether households had avoided such
reductions by switching to foods having higher nutrient densities.

When calculating, for each household, the nutrient availability per 1,000 kilocalories of food
energy for the seven micronutrients, we divided the availability of each micronutrient per household
by the availability of food energy. The mean values of these ratios equal the averages of individual
food stamp household ratios for each micronutrient.

Similar considerations apply to the measure of nutrient availability per dollar of food used at
home, which provides a measure of how many nutrients the households are receiving for their
expenditures for food. To the extent that expenditures for food change, it is of interest to examine
whether households increase the nutrient availability per dollar of food so that the decrease in
expenditures is not fully reflected by a decrease in nutrients.

Nutrient availability per dollar of food used at home for protein and for each micronutrient
under consideration equals the availability of each nutrient in a respondent household divided by the
total money value of food used at home by that household. The mean values of these ratios equal

the averages of the individual food stamp household ratios for each nutrient.
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a. Limitations of RDAs and Nutrient Availability in Assessing Nutritional Adequacy

Many of the measures of nutrient availability used in this study entail either a comparison
between the sample mean availability of a nutrient per ENU and the RDA for an adult male or a
determination of the percentage of sample households for whom the availability of a nutrient per
ENU equals or exceeds the RDA. It is important at the outset to note some limitations of using
RDAs as standards for evaluating the nutritional adequacy of food used by households, as well as of
using data on nutrient availability, rather than on nutrient intake.

RDAs for selected nutrients are established for demographic groups that are defined by age,
gender, and pregnancy and lactation status. The RDA of a particular demographic group for a given
nutrient reflects the average requirement of the members of the group for the intake of that nutrient,
as well as the variability in their requirements. To accommodate that variability, for all nutrients
except food energy, the RDA exceeds the mean requirement by a large margin.!® Therefore, if a
demographic group’s mean intake of a nutrient equals or exceeds the relatively high standard of the
RDA, the probability of inadequate intake is quite low for members of that group. Furthermore, an
individual whose intake of a nutrient other than food energy is less than the RDA for that nutrient
might not be at nutritional risk, because the RDA exceeds the nutritional requirements of most
individuals.

At the same time, the finding that a nutrient is available in an amount that equals or exceeds the
RDA, either on average for all households or for specific households, does not necessarily mean that
the supply of that nutrient is sufficient to permit the members of those households to have intakes
of the nutrient that equal or exceed the RDA. Not all of the food used by a household from its
home food supply is eaten by members or guests of the household; some is lost, wasted, or fed to

pets. To the extent that such diversion of food occurs, the availability of nutrients from food used at

16"The RDA for energy . . . reflects the mean population req\.lircment for each group, since
consumption of energy at a level intended to cover the variation in energy needs among individuals
could lead to obesity in most persons" (National Research Council, 1989, page 2).
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at home will exceed the sum across all household members and guests of the intake of nutrients from
that food. Thus, the availability of nutrients from the household food supply is likely to overstate the
intake of nutrients by household members.

Consequently, the statistics on the availability of nutrients relative to the RDAs that we present
in Chapter I'V and that are based on the measures described in this chapter should be used to make
only relative comparisons between check and coupon recipients of the nutritional adequacy of food
used from the home food supply. A finding that the mean availability of a given nutrient equals or
exceeds the RDA by a greater margin for one of the groups than for the other should be interpreted
as indicating that the group for which the margin is larger is at less nutritional risk than the other
group.!” Although availability below the RDA for a nutrient does not necessarily imply dietary
inadequacy, the risk of dietary inadequacy increases as the mean availability of a nutrient falls further
below the RDA. The finding that the proportion of households for which the availability of a
nutrient equals or exceeds the RDA is greater for one group than for the other should also be
interpreted in a relativistic fashion. The reader is cautioned to avoid drawing absolute conclusions
from these findings about the number or proportion of coupon or check households that are at

nutritional risk.

4. Food and Nonfood Expenditures

This section describes the four measures used to assess the impact of cash-out on food and
nonfood expenditures. The measures are: (1) expenditures for food used at home, (2) expenditures
for food used away from home, (3) total expenditures for food, and (4) food and nonfood expenditure

shares.

YIn this context, "nutritional risk" is the likelihood of having insufficient nutrients available from
food used from the household food supply to maintain good health.
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a. Expenditures for Food Used at Home

The principal measure of expenditures for food used at home that we analyze in this report is
the money value of purchased food used at home, as defined in Section 2.b. of this chapter. This
measure is based on the seven-day accounting of each individual purchased food item that was used
from the home food supply (that is, the use of purchased food during the seven-day recall period).®
We computed the money value of each reported food item that was purchased as the quantity used
multiplied by the unit price. We obtained the total money value of purchased food used at home per
week by summing the money value over all of the purchased food items used. This figure was
converted to a monthly figure by multiplying the per-week amount by 4.3 weeks.

Note that the monthly value of purchased food used at home as defined in the previous
paragraph is only an indirect measure of actual expenditures in any given month. It differs from the
true measure of expenditures for food used at home per month in that: (1) foods enter the measure
as they are used, rather than as they are purchased by the household, and (2) the measure is based
on a seven-day accounting period, rather than on a monthly accounting period. However, it is
reasonable to assume that, on average, actual expenditures for food used at home and the current
measure, which is based on the money value of purchased food used at home, correspond closely.

A second measure of food expenditures was also available in the data set. This measure,
obtained during the household screening interview, was based on household reports of the total

amounts of money spent by household members for food at various types of stores. This measure

differs substantially from the first measure; the mean of expenditures as estimated from the screener

18]t js useful to analyze essentially the same variable in two different parts of the analysis, because
the information is interpreted differently in the different components of the analysis and because it
is aggregated differently with other variables. For instance, when interpreting the variable as a
measure of the money value of food used, it is reasonable to combine it with the money value of
nonpurchased food used at home in order to obtain an indicator of the money value of overall home
food use. However, when interpreting the variable as a measure of food expenditures, it is
reasonable to combine it with a measure of food purchased outside of the home in order to obtain
an overall indicator of expenditures for food.
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questions is approximately 17 percent lower than the mean that is based on the detailed food-use
data.

To assess the potential accuracy of the two measures of expenditures, we have compared our
expenditures estimates with those obtained in two other national-level data source;s for information
on food expenditures: (1) the 1988-1989 Consumer Expenditure Survey, conducted for the U.S.
Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics; and (2) the 1979-1980 low-income supplement to
the Nationwide Food Consumption Survey, conducted for the USDA, Human Nutrition Information
Service. As reported in Appendix H, the results of this investigation were ambiguous--one external
source was closer to the main survey data than to the screener data, whereas the other external
source was closer to the screener data.

We have also considered differences in the questions related to food expenditures that were
asked in the main questionnaire and in the screener. A priori, it seems likely that we obtained more
accurate information from the very detailed probing sequences in the main questionnaire about food
used than from the summary questions in the screener about overall monthly expenditures at various
types of stores.

On balance, we believe that the data from the main household survey are likely to be more
accurate. Therefore, we base the analysis in the main text of the report on this information.

However, in Appendix H, we present results that are based on the alternative measure.

b. Expenditures for Food Used Away from Home

The measure of monthly expenditures for food purchased and consumed away from home,
monthly expenditures for food used away from home, is based on information from the main
questionnaire. This measure includes the household’s reported total expenditures (including any

applicable sales taxes and tips) for meals, snacks, and beverages that were eaten at restaurants, bars,
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cafeterias, cafes, and fast food places during the seven days preceding the interview.!® It also
includes the amount paid in the calendar month preceding the interview for reduced-price or full-
price school meals and for meals or snacks received at a day care home or center (if the payment for

the food was separate from the payment for the care).

c. Total Expenditures for Food

We calculated total monthly expenditures for food by summing the money value of purchased food
used at home and expenditures for food used away from home. It is important to point out several
limitations associated with this measure of total food expenditures. First, the survey methodologies
used to measure expenditures for food used at home and for food used away from home differ. The
measure of expenditures for food used at home is based on a seven-day assisted recall of each
purchased food item used from the home food supply, whereas the measure of expenditures for food
used away from home is based on a recall of the aggregate household expenditures for food used
away from home during the seven days preceding the household interview. Second, the measure of
expenditures on food used away from home includes nonfood costs, including sales taxes and service
charges, such as tips, whereas the measure of expenditures on food used at home is based on the
price of purchased food without sales taxes and service charges. Therefore, because of the
differences, aggregation of the two measures (expenditures for food used at home and expenditures
for food used away from home) is somewhat problematic.

Despite these measurement problems, we have conducted a limited amount of analysis of total

expenditures for food. Readers should keep in mind the limitations of these measures.

Total expenditures for the seven days were multiplied by 4.3 weeks in order to convert the
seven-day amount to a monthly amount.
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This section presents descriptive statistics for the sample of 2,386 households. (The
characteristics of the smaller sample used in the food-based analysis are virtually identical to those

of this larger sample.)

1. Demographic Characteristics of Check and Coupon Households

This section examines the demographic characteristics of the check and coupon households in
the survey sample, such as household size and composition. It also examines the demographic
characteristics of the "sampled person” in each of those households.”? As discussed, check and
coupon households and sampled persons were similar along all of the characteristics examined.

Check households contained an average of 2.98 persons per household, whereas coupon
households contained an average of 2.91 persons (Table I11.2). When we rescaled household size to
account for differences in household composition and in the number of meals eaten at home, the
sizes of the check and coupon households were still very similar.

About 25 percent of check households and 24 percent of coupon households contained an
elderly person. Sixty percent of check households and 61 percent of coupon households contained
children. In both samples, a majority of households with children were headed by a single parent.
About 74 percent of sampled check recipients were female, and 21 percent were married. About 74
percent of sampled coupon recipients were female, and 19 percent were married. These differences
are not statistically significant.

About 24 percent of sampled persons in check households and 25 percent in coupon households
were employed at the time of the interview. Roughly 40 percent of sampled persons in check
households were less than 35 years of age, as were 39 percent in coupon households. About 28

percent of sampled persons in check households and 27 percent in coupon households had completed

22The "sampled person"” is the person in whose name the food stamp case is maintained. Most
the demographic information was collected in the survey only for the sampled person; only age of and
relationship to the sampled person were collected for all household members.
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DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF CHECK AND COUPON HOUSEHOLDS

Percentage Difference in Percentages
Check  Coupon Absolute  Percentage  t-Statistic
Composition of the Food Consumption
Unit
Persons in Food Consumption Unit 2.98 291 0.07 2.58 0.97
Food Consumption Unit in Adult
Male Equivalents 215 212 0.03 1.49 0.56
Food Consumption Unit in
Equivalent Nutrition Units 1.87 1.83 0.04 2.35 0.87
Contains Elderly (percent) 2534 2378 1.56 6.54 0.88
Contains Children (percent) 59.52 61.36 -1.84 -3.00 0.92
Single parent (percent) 7842  79.22 -0.80 -1.01 0.37
Two parents (percent) 21.58  20.78 0.80 3.86 0.37
Characteristics of the Sampled Person
(Percentage of Households)
Female 74.18 73.65 0.53 0.72 0.30
Married 21.12 18.92 2.20 11.60 1.34
Employed 23.51 25.38 -1.87 -1.37 1.06
Less than 35 Years Old 3992 3899 0.93 2.38 0.46
Education
Did not complete elementary
school 27.73 2741 032 1.17 0.17
Completed elementary school 30.92 32.01 -1.09 -3.41 0.57
Completed high school 4135 40.32 1.03 2.57 0.51
Race and Ethnicity
Black (not Hispanic) 68.05 69.41 -1.36 -1.96 0.72
White (not Hispanic) 31.31 30.24 1.07 3.56 0.57
Other 0.64 0.35 0.29 80.24 0.99
Sample Size 1,255 1,131

SOURCE: Evaluation of the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.

NOTE: Two-tailed statistical tests were performed on all check-coupon differences shown in this table;
none was statistically significant.
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no more than eight grades of school. Forty-one percent of check households had completed high
school, compared with 40 percent of coupon households.

Approximately 68 percent of sampled persons in check households and 69 percent in coupon
households were black. Non-Hispanic whites were the only other racial/ethnic group significantly

represented in the sample.

2. Economic Characteristics of Check and Coupon Households

This section compares the economic situations of check households and coupon households. As
with the demographic characteristics, the economic characteristics of the samples of check and
coupon households were similar.

During the interview, we asked respondents whether the adults in the households had received
income during the previous month from each of 17 different sources, including earnings from a job
or self-employment, several types of retirement income, and benefits from a number of government
transfer programs. When an income source was reported, the respondent was asked about the
amount of income received from that source during the month. Respondents were also asked to
report the amount of their food stamp benefits. To obtain the total cash income for the FCU, we
summed the amounts of cash income from all sources for all of the individuals in the FCU.

To increase the accuracy of the data, we replaced the self-reported amounts for both Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and food stamp benefits with the amounts obtained from
the administrative records of the FSP for the interview month. For households containing more than
one FCU or AFDC unit, we made the replacement only for the "primary” unit, that is, for the FCU
that was sampled to participate in the study. Therefore, the total AFDC benefit for an FCU might
be the sum of one "official” amount and one or more self-reported amounts. The same is true for

the total food stamp benefit amount.
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Table II1.3 compares the economic circumstances of check and coupon households. The total
monthly cash income for the FCU averaged $446 for check recipients and $441 for coupon recipients.
Almost 29 percent of check households and more than 30 percent of coupon households received
wage and salary earnings, with check recipients having somewhat higher average earnings. However,
none of these differences is statistically significant.

Almost 26 percent of both groups of households received AFDC benefits. Check recipients
received an average monthly AFDC benefit of $128, and coupon recipients received an average of
$121, a difference that is statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level. Thirty-nine
percent of check households and 38 percent of coupon households received other forms of public
assistance (Supplemental Security Income, General Assistance, and Housing Assistance).

The average amount of the food stamp benefit was virtually identical in the two samples--about

$169.
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TABLE II1.3

ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF CHECK AND COUPON HOUSEHOLDS

Mean Value Difference in Means
Check Coupon Absolute  Percentage  t-Statistic
Monthly Cash Income $445.58 $441.35 4.23 0.96 0.31
Percent Receiving Earned Income 28.53 30.33 -1.80 -5.94 0.96
Amount of Earned Income

(Recipients Only) $544.53 $513.86 30.67 5.97 1.15
Percent Receiving AFDC 25.50 2591 -0.41 -1.58 0.23
Amount of AFDC Benefits

(Recipients Only) 312826 $121.27 6.99 5.76 179 *
Percent Receiving Other Public

Assistance 38.80 38.02 0.78 2.07 0.39
Amount of Other Public Assistance

Benefits (Recipients Only) $216.82 $225.72 8.90 -3.94 0.78
Food Consumption Unit Monthly

Food Stamp Benefits $169.27 $168.80 0.47 0.28 0.09
Ratio of Monthly Food Stamp

Benefit to Monthly Cash Income

Plus the Food Stamp Benefit?

(Percent) 27.53 27.66 -0.13 -0.49 NA
Percent Paying Rent 53.78 55.17 -1.39 -2.51 0.68
Amount of Rent Paid (Renters

Only) $126.65 $120.83 582 482 1.24
Sample Size 1,255 1,131

SOURCE: Evaluation of the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.

NOTE:

Monthly cash income figures exclude cash Food Stamp Program benefits.

Two-tailed statistical tests were performed on all check-coupon differences shown in this table.

2Calculated as the sum of all food stamp benefits in the sample divided by the sum of all food stamp benefits

plus income in the sample.

AFDC = Aid to Families with Dependent Children; NA = not appplicable

*Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level, two-tailed test.
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IV. THE EFFECTS OF CASH-OUT ON HOUSEHOLD FOOD USE,
NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY, AND PERCEPTIONS OF FOOD ADEQUACY

A central issue in the evaluation of the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration (and in
the other cash-out studies) is whether converting the form of the benefit from food stamp coupons
to checks reduces household food use and the nutrients provided by food used at home. In this
chapter, we use data from the survey of check and coupon households to assess the impact of cash-
out on household food use, nutrient availability, and perceptions of food adequacy in Alabama. The
household survey obtained detailed data from the respondents on the types, quantities, and prices of
foods used at home during the week preceding the interview; on the respondents’ perceptions of the
adequacy of their home food supplies; and on the respondents’ uses of other program and
nonprogram sources of food. To analyze the impact of cash-out on household food use, nutrient
availability, and perceptions of food adequacy, we present sample mean values of outcome measures
for check households and coupon households separately and conduct formal difference-of-means tests
to compare outcomes.

The chapter is organized into three sections. Section A describes the impact of cash-out on the
money value, kinds, and quantities of food used at home. Section B discusses the impact of cash-out
on the availability of nutrients from food used at home. Section C describes the impact of cash-out

on the respondents’ perceptions of the adequacy of their home food supplies.

A. THE MONEY VALUE AND TYPES OF FOOD USED AT HOME

Households in the Food Stamp Program (FSP) can use check benefits to purchase any good or
service. Therefore, converting the benefit form from coupons to checks might induce these
households to purchase less food, thereby leading to reduced levels of nutrition among the
households’ members. Such an effect would undermine a major objective of the FSP. The Alabama

household survey was designed to provide information on the impact of cash-out on food use,
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especially on the money values of both purchased and nonpurchased food used at home.! This
section uses information from the survey to investigate the effects of cash-out on the money value

of food used at home and on the kinds and quantities of food used.?

1. The Money Value of Food Used at Home

We begin by discussing the impact of cash-out on the money values of purchased and
nonpurchased food used at home during the seven days preceding the interview. In addition, we
discuss the impact of cash-out on the sum of those values, that is, on the money value of all food
used at home. We use three measures in our discussion. In Section III.A 1.3, to discuss the findings,
we use the money value of the food used at home per hoitsehold, which is simply the total money value
of the food used from the household food supply. In Section II1.A.1.b, we examine two measures
that adjust the money value of food used at home for family size and composition: (1) the money
value of food used at home per adult male equivalent (AME), and (2) the money value of food used
at home per equivalent nutrition unit (ENU).?

To summarize the findings, the analysis of the money value of food used by check households
and coupon households indicates that cash-out did not lead to a reduction in the money value of food
used at home. This finding is consistent for all three measures of the money value of food used at

home. The analysis also indicates that check and coupon households were essentially alike with

"Nonpurchased food includes home-produced food (such as that obtained by gardening, hunting,
or fishing), food obtained from a food bank or a government commodity distribution program, food
obtained by redeeming a Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants, and Children
(WIC) voucher, and food received as a gift or as payment for work. In the final section of this
chapter, we present findings from the household survey on the reliance of check recipients on food
banks, surplus commodities, and gift/pay food.

“In this evaluation, we also assessed the impact of cash-out on nonfood consumption behavior.
We present the results of that assessment in Section A of Chapter V.

3See Chapter I1I, Section C.2, for descriptions of the unscaled and scaled measures of the money
value of food used at home.
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respect to the money value of purchased food, of nonpurchased food, and of all food used.* Our
analysis reveals no differences between urban and rural households with respect to the effect of cash-

out on the money value of food used at home.

a. Money Value of Food Used at Home per Household

The cash-out of food stamp benefits in Alabama did not lead to a reduction in the money value
of food used at home per household. Table IV.1 shows that both check households and coupon
households used about $55 worth of purchased food at home per week, and a little less than $5 worth
of nonpurchased food at home per week. Therefore, it follows that, for both check households and
coupon households, the money value of all food used at home (purchased food plus nonpurchased
food) was about $60 per week. The difference between the two groups is quite small (only 1
percent), and not statistically significant.

The effect of cash-out on the money value of food used at home did not differ for urban and
rural households. Appendix Tables J.1.A and J.1.B, which have the same format as Table IV.1,
present the mean values of the various measures of the money value of food used at home separately
for urban and rural households. Those tables show that the money value of nonpurchased food
(including home-produced food) used at home by rural houscholds exceeded that used by urban
households by about 60 percent. However, the tables also show that, for both groups, regardless of
the measure of the money value of food used at home, the estimated effects of cash-out were small

and not statistically significant.

“When assessing these findings, note that they are based on measures of food use derived from
detailed survey information on the foods used by households during the seven days preceding the
interview. The survey data set also contains a measure of food expenditures that is based on
respondent estimates of the amounts of money spent at various types of food stores during the month
before the interview. As reported in Chapter V and Appendix H, this measure does not show that
cash-out results in any decrease in household food expenditures. We have focused most of the
analysis on the expenditures measure derived from the detailed recall of food use; for reasons
discussed in detail in Chapter V and Appendix H, we believe that this measure is the more accurate
measure of household food expenditures.
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(In Dollars)

TABLE 1V.1
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Mean Value Difference in Means
Check  Coupon Absolute  Percentage  t-Statistic
Money Value of Food Used at
Home
Purchased food 55.46 54.85 0.61 1.13 043
Nonpurchased food 4.84 4.69 0.15 3.19 0.38
All food used at home 60.31 59.54 0.77 1.29 0.50
Money Value of Food Used at
Home per ENU
Purchased food 33.43 33.66 -0.23 -0.69 0.31
Nonpurchased food 2.82 2.75 0.07 2.55 0.29
All food used at home 36.25 36.41 -0.16 -0.44 0.21
Money Value of Food Used at
Home per AME
Purchased food 29.43 29.50 -0.07 -0.27 0.12
Nonpurchased food 2.63 2.46 0.17 6.63 0.74
All food used at home 32.05 31.97 0.08 0.27 0.12
Sample Size 1,209 1,080
SOURCE: Evaluation of the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.
NOTE: One-tailed statistical tests for (1) lower money value of purchased food and all food used at home

by check recipients and (2) greater money value of nonpurchased food used at home by check

recipients were performed on the check-coupon differences shown in this table.

None of the differences shown in this table is statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence

level or higher

Appendix Table G.1 presents median values of the variables shown in this table. Appendix Table
1.1 presents standard errors of the estimates shown in this table.

ENU = equivalent nutrition unit; AME = adult male equivalent.
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b. Scaled Measures of the Money Value of Food Used at Home

The unscaled measure of the money value of food used at home per household reflects the
influence on the use of food at home of both the size of the household and its age-gender
composition. It also reflects the influence of the proportion of meals that are consumed from the
household food supply. We control for these factors in this section, in which we report findings that
are based on AME- and ENU-scaled measures of the money value of food used at home. The
former measure controls for houschold size and composition, whereas the latter controls for
household size and composition, as well as for the proportion of meals eaten from the home food
supply.

Table IV.1 shows that the money value of both purchased and nonpurchased food used at home
per ENU was virtually the same for check and coupon households. With respect to all food used at
home (purchased food plus nonpurchased food), check households used an average of $36.25 per
week per ENU, which was only 0.4 percent less than the corresponding amount for coupon
households (3$36.41). None of the check-coupon differences in the money value of food used at

home per ENU is statistically significant at conventional confidence levels.>

SFor the money value of food used per ENU and for selected measures of nutrient availability
discussed later in this chapter, we used "trimmed" means of the variables to conduct alternative
"robust” tests for check-coupon differences. To conduct these tests, we first excluded from our
calculations the 1 percent of check and coupon cases having the highest values and the 1 percent
having the lowest values of the variable in question. We subsequently increased the trimming to 5
percent from each tail of the distribution. The purpose of the trimming was to make our statistical
inferences less sensitive to cases having extreme values of food use, as such values might have been
misreported or miscoded. With the 1 percent trimming, the finding reported in this chapter, that the
differences in means between check and coupon households were very small, persisted in the trimmed
means. In addition, statistical tests, whether based on trimmed or untrimmed means, showed that
none of the check-coupon differences is significant. The increase in trimming from 1 percent to 5
percent of cases in each tail had no effect.

6As with the simple-difference-in-means estimates, the regression-adjusted estimates of the effect
of cash-out on the money value of purchased food used at home per ENU, of nonpurchased food
used at home per ENU, and of all food used at home per ENU are very small in magnitude and are
not statistically significant. The regression-adjusted estimates of the check-coupon differences in
these measures of household food use range from $0.07 to $0.14, and the associated t-statistics range
from 0.09 to 0.20. See Appendix Tables E.3 through E.S for additional details on these estimates.
See Chapter III, Section B.1.b, for an explanation of the analysis of regression-adjusted mean values.
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The findings that are based on the AME-scaled measure of food use are essentially the same as
those that are based on the ENU-scaled measure. We find only very small differences between check
and coupon households in the average money values of purchased food, nonpurchased food, and all
food used at home per AME per week. None of those differences is statistically significant.

Cash-out could conceivably lead food stamp households that are in the lower tail of the food-use
distribution to reduce their use of food, while having little effect on the overall average use of food.
Such an outcome would be of great concern to policymakers, as the affected households would be
those at greatest nutritional risk. To examine this issue, we compared the cumulative distributions
of thc money value of food used at home per ENU for check households and coupon households.
This comparison showed that cash-out had virtually no effect on the use of food at home per ENU
by households that are in the lower end of the food-use distribution. As Appendix Figure G.1 shows,
the cumulative distributions of the money value of food used at home per ENU are quite similar for
check and coupon households that are in the first quartile of those distributions. The cumulative

distributions are also very similar for households in the three higher quartiles of food use.’

¢. Money Value of Purchased Food Used as a Percentage of the Food Stamp Benefit Amount

We calculated the money value of purchased food used at home as a percentage of the food
stamp benefit. If the money value of purchased food used by a household does not exceed the value
of its food stamp benefit, this measure is less than or equal to 100 percent. Under this condition, a
coupon household might prefer to reduce its food consumption and to increase its nonfood
consumption; however, it is prevented from doing so by the form of the food stamp benefit. Such
a household is said to be "constrained” in its consumption behavior by the coupon form of its food

stamp benefit. A constrained household is likely to respond to food stamp cash-out by diverting some

" Appendix Table G.1 also provides the median values for the money value of food used per ENU
and for the other variables shown in Table IV.1.
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portion of its food stamp benefit away from the purchase of food and toward the purchase of
nonfood items.

The concept of "constraint" can be clarified by considering an unconstrained household. The
consumption behavior of a coupon household that purchases food having a money value in excess
of its food stamp benefit amount (because the houschold uses some of its cash income to purchase
food) is said to be "unconstrained” by the form of the food stamp benefit. Even in the absence of
cash-out, such a household could reduce its consumption of food and increase its consumption of
nonfood items, if it wished, by cutting back on its cash purchases of food and using the money that
it saved to increase its nonfood purchases. Given that option, we would not expect an unconstrained
household to change its consumption behavior in response to cash-out.

We would expect constrained households to alter their consumption behavior in response to the
increased flexibility afforded by check benefits, but would expect the consumption behavior of
unconstrained households to remain unchanged. Therefore, for coupon households, the money value
of purchased food used as a percentage of the food stamp benefit for coupon households is, in
principle, an indicator of the size of the impact that cash-out might have on food consumption and
nutrient availability.

We computed the percentage of coupon households for which the money value of purchased
food used at home was (1) less than 100 percent of the food stamp benefit, (2) between 101 percent
and 110 percent of the food stamp benefit, and (3) greater than 110 percent of the food stamp
benefit. To allow for errors in the reporting of food use, we classified coupon households having a
money value of purchased food used at home that was less than or equal to 110 percent of the food
stamp benefit as possibly being constrained by the form of their benefit.

Table IV.2 shows that 67 percent of coupon households had a money value of purchased food
used at home that was greater than 110 percent of their food stamp benefit; thus, 33 percenf of the

coupon households were possibly constrained by the form of the benefit. This percentage is more
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TABLE IV.2

MONEY VALUE OF PURCHASED FOOD USED AT HOME AS A
PERCENTAGE OF THE HOUSEHOLD’S FOOD STAMP BENEFIT

Comparison of Weekly Food Stamp Benefit with Percent of Coupon
Money Value of Purchased Food Used at Home Recipients

Money Value of Purchased Food Used at Home is:

<100 percent of food stamp benefit® 25.83
101 percent to 110 percent of food stamp benefit® 6.94
>110 percent of food stamp benefit 67.22
Sample Size 1,080

SOURCE: Evaluation of the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.

*These households are potentially constrained by the issuance of food stamp benefits as coupons.
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a. Quantity of Food Used, by Food Group

For all foods combined, both check and coupon recipients reported using about 44.5 pounds of
food per ENU per week. Table IV.3 lists the 31 TFP food groups plus alcoholic beverages and shows
that the food-quantity response to cash-out varied somewhat across the groups.

Check households reported using fewer pounds of most types of meat and alternatives than did
coupon households. Although several of these check-coupon differences are large in absolute terms,
none exceeds 8 percent when measured relative to the use reported by coupon recipients. However,
focusing on relative differences reveals some check-coupon variations in the quantity of food used.
Compared with coupon recipients, check recipients reported using substantially less whole-grain/high-
fiber flour, meal, rice, and pasta (14 percent less), coffee and tea (15 percent less), and alcohol (38
percent less). Of the 14 food categories for which check recipients reported using fewer pounds of
food than did coupon recipients, the only statistically significant difference is in the coffee and fea
category. For most groups of foods other than meat and alternatives and beverages, check recipients
reported using slightly more food than did coupon recipients. Of the 18 food groups for which
reported use by check recipients exceeded that by coupon recipients, only the differences for grain

mixtures (24 percent) and nuts and peanut butter (21 percent) arc statistically significant.

b. Money Value of Food Used, by Food Group

In Table IV .4, we present the estimated effects of cash-out on the money value of food used at
home, by food group. The basic pattern of these effects is similar to that obtained when we used the
food-quantity outcome measure. The estimated reductions in money values were concentrated among
meat and alternatives and in the various categories of beverages; however, none of those estimates
is statistically significant. For most of the other categories of foods, we estimate that the money
values increased as a consequence of cash-out, although those estimated increases are generally small

and statistically insignificant. Relative to coupon recipients, check recipients reported significantly
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TABLE IV.3

QUANTITY OF FOOD USED AT HOME, BY FOOD GROUP
{In Pounds per Week per ENU)

Table of Contents

Mean Value Difference in Means
Food Group Check Coupon Absolute Percentage 1-Statistic
Vegetables, Fruit
Potatoes 1.41 142 -0.01 -0.80 0.14
High-nutrient vegetables 248 2.44 0.04 1.67 032
Other vegetabies 2.46 243 0.03 137 0.33
Mixtures, mostly vegetables; condiments 0.39 0.39 0.00 0.45 0.07
Vitamin-C-rich fruit 1.80 1.67 0.13 172 112
Other fruit 396 3.86 0.10 2.56 0.31
Grain Products
Whole-grain/high-fiber breakfast cereals 0.27 0.28 -0.01 -3.63 0.49
Other breakfast cereals 033 032 0.01 2.82 0.46
Whole-grain/high-fiber flour, meal, rice, pasta 0.25 0.29 0.04 -13.59 1.30
Other flour, meal, rice, pasta 1.85 1.79 0.06 2.85 0.67
Whole-grain/high-fiber bread 0.14 0.13 0.01 4.50 033
Other bread 1.32 131 0.01 1.07 0.30
Bakery products, not bread 0.80 0.77 0.03 4.25 0.87
Grain mixtures 033 0.27 0.06 23.82 234 **
Milk, Cheese, Cream
Milk, yogurt 6.55 6.16 0.39 6.26 1.61
Cheese 0.34 0.32 0.02 7.90 1.35
Cream, milk mixtures, mostly milk 0.63 0.59 0.04 7.06 0.84
Meat and Alternatives
Lower-cost red meats, variety meats 242 2.53 0.11 -4.43 1.06
Higher-cost red meats, variety meats 1.42 1.52 0.10 -6.85 1.23
Poultry 245 2.46 -0.01 -0.50 0.12
Fish, shellfish 0.82 0.83 -0.01 0.95 0.12
Bacon, sausage, luncheon meats 1.82 1.90 -0.08 422 1.14
Eggs 090 0.93 -0.03 4.23 134
Dry beans, peas, lentils 0.59 0.54 0.05 9.72 1.45
Mixtures, mostly meat, poultry, fish, egg, legume 0.44 0.47 -0.03 -5.08 0.55
Nuts, peanut butter 0.17 0.14 0.03 21.29 225°*
Other Foods
Fats, oils 1.24 1.23 0.01 1.15 0.30
Sugar, sweets 1.58 1.49 0.09 6.21 1.44
Seasonings 0.00 0.00 0.00 -43.61 047
Soft drinks, punches, ades 5.05 541 -0.36 -6.69 142
Coffee, tea 0.14 0.16 -0.02 -15.23 203 **
Alcohol 0.15 025 0.10 -371.72 1.14
Total, All Food 44.51 4431 0.20 0.45 0.21
Sample Size 1,209 1,080

SOURCE: Evaluation of the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.
NOTE:  Two-tailed statistical tests were performed on all check-coupon differences shown in this table.
ENU = equivalent nutrition unit.

**Statisticatly significant at the 95 percent confidence level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE V4

MONEY VALUE OF FOOD USED AT HOME, BY FOOD GROUP
(In Dollars per Week per ENU)

Mean Value Difference in Means
Food Group Check Coupon Absolute Percentage t-Statistic
Vegetables, Fruft
Potatoes 0.55 0.57 0.02 -2.27 041
High-nutrient vegetables 1.72 1.70 0.02 1.19 023
Other vegetables 1.69 1.69 0.00 0.05 0.01
Mixtures, mostly vegetables; condiments 0.53 0.51 0.02 3.79 0.60
Vitamin-C-rich fruit 0.94 0.88 0.06 6.15 0.76
Other fruit 1.60 1.56 0.04 2.9 0.50
Grain Products
Whole-grain/high-fiber breakfast cereals 0.54 0.56 0.02 -3.05 0.42
Other breakfast cereals 0.75 0.72 0.03 3.59 0.60
Whole-grain/high-fiber flour, meal, rice, pasta 0.16 0.17 -0.01 -3.25 0.15
Other flour, meal, rice, pasta 0.89 0.89 0.00 0.51 0.13
Whole-grain/high-fiber bread 013 0.13 0.00 2.18 0.17
Other bread 1.01 1.00 0.01 1.33 0.37
Bakery products, not bread 1.27 1.22 0.05 392 073
Grain mixtures 0.37 0.29 0.08 29.99 218 **
Milk, Cheese, Cream
Milk, yogurt 2.67 237 0.30 12.65 237 **
Cheese 0.86 0.81 0.05 6.76 117
Cream, milk mixtures, mostly milk 0.62 0.63 -0.01 -0.67 0.07
Meal and Alternatives
Lower-cost red meats, variety meats 338 356 .18 -4.99 1.19
Higher-cost red meats, variety meats 284 3.07 -0.23 -7.64 1.42
Poultry 2.30 2.34 -0.04 -1.76 043
Fish, shellfish 1.40 152 0.12 8.01 0.97
Bacon, sausage, luncheon meats 3.15 3.29 -0.14 -4.31 1.18
Eggs 0.59 0.62 -0.03 4.08 1.23
Dry beans, peas, lentils 0.36 0.32 0.04 10.17 1.50
Mixtures, mostly meat, poultry, fish, egg, legume 112 119 -0.07 -6.03 0.54
Nuts, peanut butter 0.33 0.27 0.06 24,02 249 0
Other Foods
Fats, oils 1.01 0.98 0.03 2.31 0.55
Sugar, sweets 1.07 0.99 0.08 8.87 183°
Seasonings 0.00 0.00 0.00 -29.87 0.35
Soft dninks, punches, ades 1.70 1.78 -0.08 456 1.02
Coffee, tea 0.56 0.59 0.03 -5.72 0.85
Alcohol 0.12 0.19 0.07 -37.28 1.31
Total, All Food 36.25 36.41 -0.16 0.44 0.21
Sample Size 1,209 1,080

SOURCE: Evaluation of the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.

NOTE: Two-tailed statistical tests were performed on all check-coupon differences shown in this table, with the exception of the
difference for "Total, All Food," for which a one-tailed test was performed.

ENU = equivalent nutrition unit.

*Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level, two-lailed test.
**Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level, two-tailed test.
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greater money values of food used from four food groups: (1) grain mixtures (30 percent more), (2)
milk and yogurt (13 percent more), (3) nuts and peanut butter (24 percent more), and (4) sugar and

sweets (9 percent more).

c. Share of Money Value of Food Used, by Food Group

The two measures that we have just examined incorporate the effects of cash-out on both the
overall level of food use and the distribution of food use across food groups. In this section, we
factor out the overall effect of cash-out, small though it might be, and consider only its distributional
effects. Our outcome measure is the percentage of the total money value of food used at home that
is accounted for by each of the 32 food groups.

The findings from this analysis further confirm those from our analyses of the quantity and
money value of food used, by food group. We again obtain weak evidence that cash-out induced
shifts away from meat and alternatives and from beverages, toward most other groups of foods (Table
IV.5). We find statistically significant evidence of a shift away from whole-grain/high-fiber flour, meal,

rice, and pasta and toward milk and yogurt, nuts and peanut butter, and sugar and sweets.

B. NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY

In this section, we investigate whether cash-out led to a reduction in the availability of nutrients
from the food used at home by food stamp households. We consider two types of nutrients: (1)
macronutrients (protein, fat, and carbohydrate), which are the principal sources of food energy,? and
(2) micronutrients (vitamins, minerals, and trace elements), which are essential for the proper growth

and maintenance of the human body.

8Alcohol (ethanol) is the only other significant source of food energy. The survey data for this
study show that alcohol contributes only 0.1 percent of the energy obtained by food stamp households
in Alabama from food used at home. Consequently, we have omitted alcohol from the analysis of
food energy and its sources that is presented in this section. The use of alcoholic beverages by food
stamp households in Alabama is included in Tables IV.3 through IV.5 of the previous section.
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PERCENTAGE SHARE OF MONEY VALUE OF FOOD USED AT HOME,

BY FOOD GROUP

Mean Value Difference in Means

Food Group Check Coupon Absolute Percentage t-Statistic

Vegetables, Fruil
Potatoes 1.54 1.61 0.07 -4.07 0.79
High-nutrient vegetables 4.54 4.58 -0.04 0.94 0.23
Other vegetables 4.61 4.67 -0.06 -1.15 0.33
Mixtures, mostly vegetables, condiments 1.47 1.46 0.01 1.02 0.18
Vitamin-C-rich fruit 2.51 2.29 0.22 9.71 142

Other fruit 4.14 4.03 0.11 284 0.59

Grain Products
Whole-grain/high-fiber breakfast cereals 1.52 1.64 012 -6.99 0.99
Other breakfast cereals 220 2.11 0.09 4.35 0.70
Whole-grain/high-fiber flour, meal, rice, pasta 0.37 0.45 0.08 -18.37 184 *
Other flour, meal, rice, pasta 2.51 2.59 -0.08 -3.07 0.82
Whole-grain/high-fiber bread 0.41 0.40 0.01 0.51 0.03
Other bread 3.04 294 0.10 3.51 0.99
Bakery products, not bread 3.46 3.28 0.18 5.66 1.20
Grain mixtures 1.00 0.86 0.14 1592 1.60

Milk, Cheese, Cream
Milk, yogurt 7.34 6.71 0.63 9.47 220
Cheese 235 222 0.13 5.81 1.08
Cream, milk mixtures, mostly milk 1.63 1.69 -0.06 -394 0.53

Meat and Alternatives
Lower-cost red meats, variety meats 9.42 9.83 -0.41 -4.15 1.23
Higher-cost red meats, variety meats 7.56 8.02 0.46 -5.83 133
Poultry 6.67 6.69 0.02 0.24 0.06
Fish, shellfish 3.65 3.68 003 -0.89 0.14
Bacon, sausage, luncheon meats 8.89 9.13 -0.24 -2.66 0.93
Eggs 1.82 1.87 -0.05 -2.48 0.68
Dry beans, peas, lentils 1.04 0.96 0.08 8.1 1.20
Mixtures, mostly meat, poultry, fish, egg, legume 2.84 291 -0.07 -2.14 0.24
Nuts, peanut butter 091 0.74 0.17 2286 2.49 *»

Other Foods
Fats, oils 278 276 0.02 0.85 0.23
Sugar, sweets 3.01 274 027 9.66 224 **
Seasonings 0.01 0.00 0.01 1413 0.15
Soft drinks, punches, ades 4.85 5.00 015 -3.19 0.80
Coffee, tea 1.58 1.69 0.11 -6.66 1.01
Alcohol 032 0.44 012 -26.13 0.93

Total, All Food 100.0 100.0

Sample Size 1,209 1,080

SOURCE: Evaluation of the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.
NOTE: Two-tailed statistical tests were performed on all check-coupon differences shown in this table.

ENU = equivalent nutrition unit.

*Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level, two-tailed test.
**Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level, two-tailed test.
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We define nutrient availability as the nutrients provided by all food used at home for a given
period; for this study, the given period is the seven-day reference period for the food-use component -
of the household survey.” We computed nutrient availability by multiplying the nutrient content per
pound of each type of food by the number of pounds of each type of food used and by summing the
products.)®  We report all measures of nutrient availability on a per-ENU basis.)! When
transformed in this way, and subject to the qualifications presented in Chapter III, Section C.3.a, the
measure of nutrient availability can be meaningfully compared with the recommended dietary
allowance (RDA) for an adult male.!?

The statistics on the availability of nutrients relative to the RDAs that we present in this section
should be used to make only relative comparisons between check and coupon recipients in the
nutritional adequacy of food used from the home food supply. A finding that the mean availability
of a given nutrient exceeds the RDA by a wider margin for one group than for the other should be

interpreted as indicating that the group for which the margin is wider is at less nutritional risk than

Nutrient intake is defined on the basis of the food actually eaten by individual members of a
household, whereas nutrient availability is defined on the basis of the food used by a household. As
explained in Chapter I11, Section C.3.a, some food used by a household is lost, wasted, or fed to pets.
Thus, a measure of nutrient availability tends to overstate the nutrients actually ingested by household
members.

1%We used a USDA nutrient data base to convert the survey data on the quantity of food used
to data on nutrient availability. The data base provides information on the nutrient content per
pound of roughly 4,000 foods and food combinations in the form in which they enter the household,
with adjustments for cooking losses and inedible components of foods. Most of the nutrient values
are supported by laboratory analyses, although some are imputed on the basis of data for similar
foods. Hepburn (1982) describes the USDA nutrient data base.

1For each nutrient considered in this study, we have computed a nutrient-specific measure of
household size in ENUs. As explained in Chapter III, Section C.1, this measure incorporates
adjustments for (1) the need of each household member for the nutrient in question, as indicated by
his or her RDA for that nutrient, (2) the proportion of each member’s meals that is eaten at home,
and (3) meals served to guests.

12Chief among the qualifications is the fact that the RDAs have been established as a basis for
evaluating the adequacy of nutrient intake. Nutrient availability tends to exceed nutrient intake.

Thus, a finding that nutrient availability exceeds the RDA does not necessarily mean that nutrient
intake also exceeds the RDA.
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13 Although availability below the RDA for a nutrient does not necessarily imply

the other group.
dietary inadequacy, the risk of dietary inadequacy increases as the mean availability of a nutrient falls
further below the RDA. A finding that the proportion of households for which the availability of
a nutrient exceeds the RDA is greater in one group than in the other should also be interpreted in
a relativistic fashion. The reader is cautioned to avoid drawing conclusions from these findings about
the absolute number or proportion of check and coupon households that are at nutritional risk.**

We begin the analysis by examining the effects of food stamp cash-out on the availability of food
energy and of its sources (protein, carbohydrate, and fat). We then compare the availability of
nutrients per kilocalorie of food energy in check and coupon households. In Section 3, we describe
the impact of cash-out on seven micronutrients relative to their RDAs and, in Section 4, examine the
availability of food energy and nutrients per dollar value of food used.

To summarize the findings, the combined data on household food use by urban and rural food
stamp recipients show that cash-out did not result in lower availability of food energy or of the seven

micronutrients examined. However, among urban households, cash-out was accompanied by a small

shift away from fat and to carbohydrate as a source of food energy.

1. Food Energy and Its Sources

The food used by households in the United States, including those below the poverty threshold,
generally provides amounts of food energy that, on average, are more than adequate to meet the
needs of the household members. Indeed, obesity resulting from the chronic intake of food energy

in excess of requirements is a major public health concern. The availability of food energy to food

3As defined in Chapter III, nutritional risk is the likelihood of having insufficient nutrients
available to maintain good health.

1*The principal reasons for this caution are, as explained in Chapter III, Section C.3.a, that (1)
the RDAs are established to exceed the average person’s requirements for nutrient intake by a
substantial margin, and (2) the RDAs are recommendations for nutrient intake, whereas the Alabama
survey data provide information on nutrient availability.
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stamp households in Alabama reflects this pattern. Table IV.6 shows that the mean availability of
food energy per ENU was 162 percent of the RDA for both check households and coupon
households.!* The table also shows that the food used by 80 percent of both check households
and coupon households provided food energy that equalled or exceeded the RDA.!® Thus, the
evidence from the data in the household survey supports the conclusion that cash-out did not lead
to a reduction in the availability of food energy to food stamp recipients.

Protein is the only macronutrient for which an RDA has been established. Table IV.6 shows
that the mean availability of protein was quite high relative to its RDA and was virtually identical for
check and coupon households.!” The table also shows that the household survey presents no
evidence that cash-out resulted in any reduction in the very high percentage of households that used
food providing at least 100 percent of the RDA for protein.

Throughout this century, the proportion of food energy obtained from protein by Americans has
remained relatively stable, whereas the proportion from fat has increased and the proportion from
carbohydrate has decreased. The Committee on Diet and Health of the Food and Nutrition Board
recommends that no more than 30 percent of food energy in the U.S. diet be provided by fat
(National Research Council, 1989a). In addition, the Subcommittee on the Tenth Edition of the
RDAs of the Food and Nutrition Board recommends that more than one-half of food energy be
provided by carbohydrate (National Research Council, 1989b). However, from 1979 to 1980, protein

contributed approximately 17 percent of the food energy in the diets of low-income Americans, fat

1The regression-adjusted estimate of the effect of cash-out on the availability of food energy, as
with the simple-difference-in-means estimate that is shown in Table IV.6, is very small and statistically
insignificant. See Appendix Table E.1, for the regression-adjusted estimate.

1%Appendix Figure G.2 shows that cash-out had very little effect on the lower tail of the
cumulative distribution of food energy availability per ENU. In particular, the figure shows that cash-
out had no effect on the proportion of households for which the availability of food energy is less
than the RDA.

The regression-adjusted estimate of the effect of cash-out on the availability of protein, as with
the simple-difference-in-means estimate that is shown in Table IV.6, is very small and statistically
insignificant. See Appendix Table E.1, for the regression-adjusted estimate.
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Mean Value Difference in Means

Nutrient Check  Coupon Absolute  Percentage  t-Statistic
Average Availability of Food

Energy (percent of RDA) 162.19 161.46 0.73 0.45 0.22
Percent of Households Meeting

or Exceeding RDA for Food

Energy 79.65 79.81 -0.16 -0.20 0.10
Average Availability of Protein

(percent of RDA) 258.18 258.99 -0.81 -0.31 0.15
Percent of Households Meeting

or Exceeding RDA for Protein 95.12 96.02 -0.90 -0.94 1.05
Percent of Food Energy from:

Protein 14.18 14.20 -0.02 -0.15 0.15

Fat 42.42 42.96 -0.54 -1.27 1.53

Carbohydrate 43.40 42.84 0.56 1.33 1.45
Sample Size 1,209 1,080

SOURCE: Evaluation of the Alabama Food Stamp Cash-Out Demonstration, household survey.

NOTE:  Nutrient availability from food used at home is given per equivalent nutrition unit, which is defined
as the number of equivalent adult males eating all of their weekly meals from the household food

supply.

One-tailed statistical tests for lower availability of nutrients among check recipients were
performed on the check-coupon differences shown in the first four rows of this table. Two-tailed
tests were performed on the check-coupon differences in the percentages of food energy from
protein, fat, and carbohydrate.

None of the differences shown in this table is statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence

level or higher.

Appendix Table G.2 presents the median values of the variables shown in this table.
Appendix Table 1.2 presents standard errors of the estimates shown in this table.

RDA = recommended dietary allowance.
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contributed 39 percent, and carbohydrate contributed 44 percent (U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Human Nutrition Information Service, September 1982).

Food stamp households in Alabama receive an average of 14 percent of total food energy from
protein, 43 percent from fat, and 43 percent from carbohydrate. Table IV.6 shows that, relative to
coupon households, check households received slightly less total food energy from fat, and slightly
more from carbohydrate; however, these small differences are not statistically significant.

Disaggregated Results for Urban and Rural Households. We conducted disaggregated analyses
of the effects of cash-out on the availability of food energy and of its component sources to urban
and rural households in Alabama. We present the findings from those analyses in Appendix Tables
J2.A and J.2.B. The tables show that cash-out did not result in lower availability of food energy or
protein to either urban or rural households. In addition, cash-out had no effect on the percentages
of total food energy obtained by rural households from fat and from carbohydrate. However,
Appendix Table J.2.A shows that, for urban households, cash-out was accompanied by a statistically
significant shift of 1.1 percentage point from fat to carbohydrate as a source of food energy. Thus,
cash-out moved urban households, but not rural households, by a small amount in the direction of
compliance with guidelines fér the percentage of total food energy that should be obtained from fat

and carbohydrate.

2. Nutrient Availability

The fact that cash-out did not lead to reductions in either the money value of food used at home
or the availability of food energy from food used at home suggests that cash-out is unlikely to have
led to reductions in the availability of micronutrients. However, in principle, cash-out could have
affected food-use patterns in such a way as to reduce the availability of micronutrients while leaving
unchanged the availability of food energy and the money value of food used at home. As described
in this section, the findings from our analysis of micronutrient availability indicate that this effect did

not occur.
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In Tables TV.7 and IV.8, we present the survey findings on the availability of seven
micronutrients that are considered potentially problematic from a public health perspective.!81
Table IV.7 shows that the mean availabilities of the seven micronutrients, expressed as percentages
of the RDAs, are not significantly lower for check households than for coupon households.?® The
check-coupon differences that do exist are small, and their signs are inconsistent.?! Furthermore,
when urban and rural households are considered separately, as in Appendix Tables J.3.A and J.3.B,
the check-coupon differences in the mean availabilities of the seven micronutrients are also small and
statistically insignificant.

When we use an alternative criterion to evaluate nutrient adequacy (the percentage of
households for which the availability of a nutrient per ENU equals or exceeds the RDA for an adult
male), we again find that cash-out did not result in reductions in the availability of micronutrients to

the caseload a